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DISCLAIMER

The policies and procedures set forzh in this document are intended solely for the guidance
of government personnel. They are not intended, nor can they be relied on, to create any
rights, substantive or procedural, enforceable by any party in litigation with the United
States. The Agency reserves the right to act at variance with these policies and procedures
and to change them at any time without public notice.

CAVEAT

The text of this document has been recreated by means of a scanned copy of the original
document. NTIS is not responsible for discrepancies that may appear between this copy of
the document and the original EPA document.
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currendy available.




80272-101 ) _

REPORT DOCUMENTATION [ 1. rerorT NO. 2 3. Reciplont’s Acosssien Ne.
PAGE EPA/ROD/R02-90/123
4, Tite and Subote 5. Roport Date
SUPERFUND RECORD OF DECISION 09/28/90
Claremont Polychemical, NY Y
Second Remedial Action - Final
7. Authorge) 8. Perferming Orgenisation fopt. Ne.
8. Performing Orgeintution Neme snd Addres 1. ProjoctTock/Werk Unit Ne. -
13, Contracy(C) or GranitQ) Mo,
<
<
12 Spensering Ovgeniastion Mame and Adibess 13, Type of Rapert & Pesied Coversd
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 8007000
401 M Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20460 ",

5. Supplomentery Neotse

18. Abstrect (Limit: 300 werde)
The 9.5-acre Claremont Polychemical site is an abandoned production facility in Oyster
Bay, Nassau County, New York. Land use in the vicinity of the site is light industrial
and commercial. From 1968 to 1980 when onsite operations ceased, Claremont
Polychemical manufactured inks and pigments for plastics, coated metallic flakes, and
vinyl stabilizers in several onsite buildings, which had asbestos insulation. The
principal wastes generated were organic solvents, resins, and mineral spirits wash
wastes. In 1979, the State identified improper storage practices onsite, including
stockpiles of over 2,000 uncovered or leaking drums of wastes and an onsite spill area.
Organic solvents from several onsite spills and discharge incidents may have
contaminated onsite soil and ground water. By 1980, most of the onsite drums were
sorted and removed offsite, reused, or burned onsite. Subsequently, contaminated soil
was excavated and placed on a plastic sterile liner, which has degraded over time.
Ground water investigations in 1980 revealed ground water contamination directly under
the site. The remedial actions for this site have been divided into two Operable Units
(OUs). This Record of Decision (ROD) focuses on 0U2, overall remediation of ground

{See Attached Page)

17. Docusvant Ansiysie o. Descriplons
Record of Decision - Claremont Polychemical, NY

Second Remedial Action - Final
Contaminated Media: soil, debris, gw
Key Contaminants: VOCs (TCE, PCE, toluene, xylenes), other organics, metals

. Torom {arsenic, chromium, lead), other inorganics (asbestos)
identiSora/Opon-Ended

¢. COBATS Fisld/Group
38, Aveliobiity Sitomont 16. Security Ciees (This Nepert) 1. Mo, of Pages
None : 132
28. Seouriy Cless {This Puge) 2 e
None.
(Soe ANN-Z20.98) See instructons on Reverse Py

Dapetunont of Conumercs




EPA/ROD/R02-90/123
Claremont Polychemical, NY
Second Remedial Action - Final .

Abstract (continued)

water and solil/wastes contained onsite in drums and holding basins. The primary
contaminants of concern affecting the soil, debris, and ground water are VOCs including
PCE, TCE, toluene, and xylenes; other organics; metals including arsenic, chromium, and
lead; and inorganics including asbestos.

The selected remedial action for this site includes excavation and onsite treatment of
1,600 cubic yards of contaminated soil using low temperature enhanced volatilization,
followed by redeposition of the treated scil in the excavated areas; decontaminating
the building, which includes removal, offsite disposal, and treatment of the asbestos
insulation; excavating, treating, and disposing of the underground tanks, tank
contents, assocliated equipment, liquid wastes, and contaminated soll offsite:
backfilling the excavated area with clean soil; and pumping and treatment of ground
water using air stripping, with carbon adsorption to control offgasses, followed by
onsite reinjection of the treated ground water. The estimated present worth cost for
this remedial action is $16,800,00, which includes an annual O&M cost of $1,100,400 for
years 0-10 and $701,900 for years 11-17.

PEREFQRMANCE STANDARDS OB GOALS: No chemical-specific cleanup levels were provided.



SITE

Name:
Location/State:
EPA Region:

HRS Score (date):
NPL Rank (date):
ROD

Date Signed:
Selected Remedy

Soils:

Groundwater:

Building:

Underground Tanks:

Capital cCost:
O & M:

Present Worth:
LEAD

Remedial, EPA

Primary Contact (phone):

Claremont Polychemical

O0ld Bethpage, Nassau County, New York
II

31.62 (June 86)

915 (August 90)

September 28, 1990

Excavation and treatment via on-site low
temperature enhance volatilization

Extraction and treatment via air stripping
and carbon adsorption and reinjection of
treated groundwater into the ground

Decontamination via vacuuming, dusting and
asbestos removal

Excavation, removal and off-site
treatment/disposal of tanks and associated
equipment

$ 6,200,000

$ 1,100,400 (first ten years)
$ 701,900 (next six years)
$ 16,800,000

Carlos R. Ramos (212-264-~56236)

Secondary Contact (phone): Douglas Garbarini (212-264-0109)

WASTE
Type:

Soil - tetrachloroethene

Groundwater - trans-1,2-dichloroethene,
trichloroethene, 1,1,1-trichloeocethane

Building - copper, zinc

Underground tanks - toluene, xylenes,
2-butanone



Medium:

Oorigin:

Soil, groundwater, building, underground
tanks )
Pollution originated during the operation of
the Claremont Polychemical Corporation. The
processes used resulted in the generation,
storage and disposal of hazardous waste
products. ‘



RECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

Site Name and Location
Claremont Polychemical, 0ld Bethpage, ‘Nassau County, New York
Statement of Basis and Purpose

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for
the Claremont Polychemical site, in 0ld Bethpage, Nassau County,
New York, developed in accordance with the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980,
as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of
1986, and, to the extent practicable, the National Contingency
Plan. The attached index (Appendix C) identifies the items that
comprise the administrative record upon which the selection of
the remedial action is based. )

The State of New York has concurred with the sslected remedy.
Assessment of the Site

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
site, if not addressed by implementing the response action
selected in this Record of Decision, may present an imminent and
substantial endangerment of public health, welfare, or the
environment.

Pescription of the Selected Remedy

The remedy addresses the principal threat posed by the Site
through a combination of source control alternatives including
treatment of contaminated soils (SC-4), tank removal and
treatment (T-2), active restoration of the groundwater (GW-3B),
and building decontamination (BD-2).

This action complements the previous work conducted as part of
the second operable unit developed to address wastes contained in
several holding units (i.e., drums, aboveground tanks, basins,
and a sump).

The major components of the selected remedy include:

« Excavation and on-gite treatment of approximately 1,600
cubic yards of contaminated soils via low temperature
enhanced volatilization and redeposition of treated soils
into the excavated areas.



« Extraction and treatment of the contaminated groundwater at
the Site via air stripping and carbon adsorption and
reinjection of the treated water into the ground.

« Decontamination of the building via vacuuming and dusting of
the contaminated surfaces and removing the asbestos
insulation for off-site treatment and disposal.

« Excavation, removal and off-site treatment/disposal of the
underground tanks, associated equipment, tank contents, and
highly contaminated soil. :

Declaration

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
environment, complies with Federal and State regquirements that
are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the
remedial action, and is cost effective. This remedy utilizes
permanent solutions and alternative treatment (or resource
recovery) technologies to the maximum extent practicable and
satisfies the statutory preference for remedies that employ
treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume as a
principal element.

/

s :
i; Cﬁ.a_lfcchziffj_”’;;;;: 73/35111;0

nstantine Sidamon-Eristoff "Date/
Regional Administrator

—
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SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Claremont Polychemical site is an abandoned production :
facility located in central Long Island, in the community of 0ld
Bethpage, Town of Oyster Bay, Nassau County, New York (see Figure
l). The facility is located in an area comprised of light
industrial, commercial and institutional properties (014 Bethpage
Landfill, SUNY Agricultural and Technical College at Farmingdale,
and Bethpage State Park). The Suffolk County line is approxim-
ately 800 feet east of the Site.

In 1985, 0ld Bethpage had a population of 5,881 persons and
Oyster Bay had a population of 305,750 persons, according to the
Current Population Report (U.S. Bureau of Census, 1987). The
closest residences are approximately half a mile away on the west
side of the 014 Bethpage Landfill ("Landfill"). The closest
public supply well is located 3,500 feet northwest of the Site.

S8ITE RIBTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

A chronological summary of activities associated with the
Claremont Polychemical site is presented in Table 1. The Site
occupies approximately 9.5 acres on which a 35,000 square foot,
one story, concrete building is located (see Figure 2). Other
features include: treatment basins, aboveground tanks,
underground tanks, leaching basins, dry wells, and water supply
vells.

From 1968 until its closure in 1980, Claremont Polychemical
manufactured inks and pigments for plastics, coated metallic
flakes, and vinyl stabilizers. The principal wastes generated
were organic solvents, resins, and wash wastes (mineral spirits).

Concern for contamination was linked to a discovery in 1979 by
the Nassau County Department of Health (NCDOH) of 2,000 to 3,000
drums scattered throughout the Site, some uncovered and others
leaking. By September 1980 most of the drums were

sorted and either removed from the Site or reused in the plant.
Some of the material was burned in the plant's boiler. NCDOH
inspectors noted at the time that an area east of the building
(spill area) was contaminated with organic solvents as a result
of accidental and/or incidental spills and discharges. A
subsequent removal action by the property owners, in 1980,
excavated the upper ten feet of a seventy~five foot by seventy-
five foot area. The excavated material was placed on a plastic
liner. Over the years, this liner has degraded and no longer is
an impermeable layer. Groundwater samples from a monitoring well
installed at the time (1980) indicated the presence of
groundwater contamination directly under the Site.

Claremont Polychemical and its affiliated companies (Winding Road
Estates and Winding Road Properties) entered into receivership in
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1980. In 1983, Woodward-Clyde Consultants, under the direction -
of the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation,
conducted a preliminary investigation of the Site. In 1984, Velzy
Associates conducted a limited study of the Site for the property
owners. Additional sampling was performed and a report was
written by C.A. Rich Consultants in response to questions by the
U.S. Bankruptcy Court. For the last four to five years two
tenant businesses have been operating at the Site.

The Claremont Polychemical site was first proposed for inclusion
on the National Priorities List (NPL) in October 1984 and was
listed in June 1986. On December 4, 1987, EPA issued a special
notice letter to Mr. Walter Neitlich (Claremont Polychemical
Officer) requesting a good faith offer to undertake or finance
the remedial investigation and feasibility study. No response
was received from Mr. Neitlich or a company representative, so in
March 1988 EPA obligated funds and started a comprehensive
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study ("RI/FS") for the
first operable unit.

A preliminary evaluation by EPA in July 1988 revealed the
presence of hazardous waste held in containers (e.g. drums) and
other holding units (tresatment basins, aboveground tanks, and a
sump). In September 1988, EPA performed work consisting of the
overpacking and/or stabilization of deteriorated containers and
holding units. A second operable unit RI/FS (OU-1I) dealing with
the ultimate disposal of the above mentioned hazardous wastes was
completed by EPA in July 1989. The Record of Decision for OU-II
was issued in September 1989. The selected remedy is currently
being implemented and consists of compatibility testing,
bulking/consolidation, and treatment/disposal of the wastes at
off-gsite, EPA-approved, treatment facilities.

HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

The RI/FS Reports, and the Proposed Plan for remedial action were
released for public comment on August 24, 1990. These documents
were available to the public in both the administrative record
file and the information repository maintained at the EPA docket
room in Region 2 and at the Plainview-0l1d Bethpage Public
Library. A press release announcing the availability of these
documents was issued on August 4, 1990. The public comment
period set by EPA concluded on September 25, 1990.

During the public comment period EPA held a public meeting to
present the RI/FS Report and the Proposed Plan, answver questions,
and accept both oral and written comments. The public meeting .
was held in the auditorium of the 0ld Bethpage Village Restora-
tion, 0l1d Bethpage, New York on September 5, 1990. Comments
received be EPA are addressed in the Responsiveness Summary
(Appendix E) appended to the Record of Decision. This decision
document presents the selected remedial action for the Claremont
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Polychemical site, in 0ld Bethpage, New York, chosen in
accordance with CERCLA, as amended by SARA and to the extent

- practicable, the National Contingency Plan ("NCP"). The decision
for this site is based in the administrative record.

SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT

EPA divided the remedial work being conducted at the Claremont
Polychemical site into two operable units. The first operable
— unit addresses the overall site remediation (groundwater and
soil) and is the focus of this document. The RI/FS for the first
operable unit contains the detailed information and data used in
determining the nature and extent of the problem and the
development of remedial alternatives to address the problem.

, The second operable unit deals only with the wastes held in

—~ containers and holding units. In September 1989, EPA decided to
remove these wastes and treat/dispose of the materials off-site.
This action, which includes the containers found inside the
building (e.g. drums) and the wastes contained inside the holding
.unit; (e.g. treatment basins, aboveground tanks), is currently
ongoing.

- The overall objective of the remediation is to reduce the
concentrations of contaminants in various media and structures at
the Site to levels which are protective of human health and the
environment. The remedy selected should eliminate long-term

sources of contamination of groundwater and other media, and will
achieve this objective through:

- o Soil Treatment. On-site treatment of the soil to remove the
mobile organic contamination will result in the elimination
of a long-term source of contamination of the groundwater.

—

o Groundwater Treatment. Extraction and treatment of the
contaminated groundwater will contain the migration of the
plume and, in time, will achieve federal and state standards

- for the volatile organic contaminants.

o pBuilding Decontamination. Removal of all hazardous
materials from the building will eliminate any potential
risk to human health and the environment.

— : and Associated Soils. Removal and off-site treatment of
these wastes will result in the elimination of the threat to
human health and the environment from possible contact with
the wastes. It also will result in the eradication of a
potential long-term source of groundwater contamination.



SUMMARY OF BITE CHARACTERISTICS
SOILS

Soil samples for chemical characterization collected at the
Claremont Polychemical site consisted of two types: surface
soils and subsurface soils. Surface soil samples were obtained
from the upper six inches of soil whereas subsurface soil samples
were obtained from two foot intervals at various depths below
grade up to a depth of 82 feet beneath the Site.

Surface Soil

Surface soil samples collected on-site were analyzed for metals.
Soil sample results were compared with typical background levels
and are summarized in Table 2. Of the metals detected, only
cadmium (33.1 ppm), copper (230 ppm), lead (327 ppm), magnesium
(29,200 ppm), and zinc (3,200 ppm) exceeded typical eastern U.S.
s0il background levels at a few of the surface soil sampling
locations, primarily in the soils adjacent to the treatment
basins (see Figure 3). These metals are most probably found in
surface soil due to overflow from the treatment basins and
current site use (i.e., vehicular traffic, storage of
construction debris).

Subsurface Soil

Volatile organic compounds detected in the subsurface soil
sanples included tetrachloroethene (26,000 ppb), 1,2~
dichloroethene (71 ppb), trichloroethene (17 ppb), acetone
(14,000 ppb), toluene (82 ppb), 2-butanone (3,300 ppb), xylenes
(150 ppb) and 4~-methyl-2-pentanone (360 ppb). In general, total
volatile organic concentrations were greatest to the east of the
process building in proximity to the former spill area at boring
locations SB-19 and SB-21 which are shown in Figure 4. Overall,
the volatile organic concentrations decrease rapidly with depth.
A summary of the results is presented in Table 3.

Several base/neutral acid extractable organic compounds (BNA)
wvere detected within soil boring samples, a majority of which
were polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH's) that are
constituents of fuel, oil and grease. 1In addition, phthalates
(270,000 ppb), benzoic acid (120 ppb), 2~chloronaphthalene
(33,000 ppb) and pentachlorophenol (360 ppb) also were found in
some samples. The greatest concentrations of the three most
prevalent phthalates; bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (BEHP) at 70,000
ug/kg, di-n-butylphthalate at 3,900 ug/kg and butylbenzyphthalate
at 8,200 ug/kg were found at 0-2 ft at SB-19 in the spill area.

Relatively low levels of five pesticides, i.e., dieldrin (26
ppb), heptachlor (18 ppb), DDT (88 ppb), DDD (180 ppb), and DDE

Yt

e
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(110 ppb) were detected, predominantly in the western and
northern portions of the Site. PCBs were detected only at soil
boring locations SB-02, 08, and 25 with a maximum concentration
of 1,100 ppb. Surficial oil spillage in these areas appears to
be the most likely source of these PCBs since elevated PNAs,
typically associated with oil, were also present at these
locations.

Metals detected in soil boring samples which exceeded typical
eastern U.S. soil background levels included arsenic (35 ppm),
cadmium (14.1 ppm), copper (152 ppm), lead (90.8 ppm), magnesium
(29,100), and selenium (2.0 ppm). Selenium, lead and magnesium
exceeded background at several locations, generally at the 0-4
feet depth, but with no apparent spatial distribution. The
elevated levels of these metals could be associated with the
presence of fill material, vehicular emissions and surficial
spills of fuel-related products.

Yolume of Contaminated Soil

Tetrachloroethene (PCE) is identified as the only chemical of
concern in soil due to the leaching of PCE from the soil to the
underlying groundwater. The estimated volume of contaminated
s0il that requires remediation is based on the extent of PCE
contamination in the soil. Soil-to-groundwater models have
indicated the potential for PCE to contaminate the agquifer above
potable water standards. In order to minimize the impact of the
PCE on the groundwater and enhance the groundwater treatment
remedy, the first two feet of soil in the spill area will be
treated. Treatment to a depth of two feet will remove the
significant contamination from the soil, including the location
where the highest level of contamination, 26 ppm of PCE, was
found. Based on soil boring information collected from the Site,
this will reduce the average PCE contamination in the soil to
much less than 200 ppb. A 21,000 ft? area of soil, generally
located in the spill area, as shown in Figure 5, is identified as
requiring remediation. The preliminary volume of contaminated
soil from this area which requires remediation is estimated to be
1,600 cubic yards.

GROUNDWATER

Two rounds of groundwater sampling were conducted, the first was
conducted in April 1989 and the second in June 1989. The vells
were distributed upgradient, in the immediate vicinity, and
downgradient of the Site in order to define the nature and extent
of contamination originating at the Site. 1In addition, three
wells were located to the west of the Site to define the
contaminant plume emanating from the Old Bethpage lLandfill.
Figure 6 shows the location of these wells and the approximate
extent of the contaminated groundwater plume. The groundwater
flow in the region was generally from the north-northwest to the



south-southeast.

Groundwater samples were analyzed for volatile organics, semi-
volatile organics, pesticides and PCBs, inorganics and several
standard water quality parameters. A summary of the results is
presented in Table 4. '

Results

Tetrachlorosthene had the greatest spatial extent and highest
groundvater concentrations of any contaminant found in site
groundwater. Figure 7 shows the maximum groundwater
concentrations for tetrachloroethene in all wells analyzed for
during this investigation. The maximum detected concentration
occurs near the property's boundary and the concentration
gradually attenuates to the southeast. Maximum detected levels
of tetrachloroethene (1,300 ppb), trans-l,2~dichloroethene (830
ppdb), trichlorocethene (260 ppb), 1,1,1-trichloroethane (100 ppb),
ethylbenzene (160 ppb), acetone (540 ppb), benzene (60 ppb), 1,1-
dichlorcethane (17 ppb), methylene chloride (14 ppb), total
xylenes (40 ppb) and vinyl chloride (7 ppb) were found which
exceeded federal and/or New York State Maximum Contaminant lLevels
("MCLs”). Maximum detected values were generally found in the
shallow portion of the agquifer (0-45 ft).

The frequency and levels of semivolatiles and pesticides detected
were much lower than those generally found for volatile organics.
The highest concentration found was 92 ug/l for bis(2-

ethylhexyl)phthalate (BEHP) however, this level was comparable to
that found (88 ug/l) in an upgradient well. No PCBs were found.

Several metals were detected in concentrations exceeding federal
and state standards including arsenic (56.5 ppm), chromium (159
ppr), lead (464 ppm) and manganese (3,130 ppm). However, of
these metals chromium and lead also occurred above MCLs in
upgradient wells.

AIR

The ambient air samples collected show low concentrations of
volatile contaminants namely chloroform (0.07 ppb), 1,1,1-
trichloroethane (0.7 ppb), carbon tetrachloride (0.12 ppb),
trichloroethene (1.14 ppb), tetrachloroethene (3.42 ppb), toluene
(2.1 ppdb), and styrene (0.37 ppb). However, these concentrations
were generally comparable, and in several cases lower, than
upwind concentrations (i.e., chloroform, carbon tetrachloride,
1,1,1 trichloroethane, toluene and styrene). Table 5 presents a
summary of the analytical results.

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS
An underground tank farm consisting of fourteen tanks was

'
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uncovered and sampled. Of the fourteen tanks, ten were made .of
steel and four were made of fiberglass. Eleven contained
sufficient materials to obtain liquid and/or sludge samples. The
amount of material contained in the tanks (approximately 16,000
gallons) varied from a few inches to several feet deep. Samples
were analyzed for one or more of the follawing parameters: TCL
volatiles, semivolatiles, inorganics and pesticide/PCB compounds,
total recoverable petroleum hydrocarbons (TRPH), corrosivity,
flash point, reactive cyanide and reactive sulfide.

In general, results show that the number of organic compounds
detected in any given sample was usually less than three
compounds with a maximum of eight compounds. The maximum number
of water immiscible organic compounds was found in the eastern
steel tank EST-04. The contents in three of the tanks were
dominated by: 2-butanone (92%) in western steel tank WST-03;
toluene (2.6%) and xylenes (3.6%) in the water immiscible phase
in eastern steel tank EST-04; and bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate
(BEHP) (23%) in eastern steel tank EST-06. No pesticides or PCBs
were detected in any tank investigation samples analyzed for
these compounds.

For most of the tanks, the TRPH was less than 40 mg/l. However,
for western steel tank WST-03 and eastern steel tank EST-06, the
levels were 1.4% (14,000 mg/l) and 14.5% (145,000 mg/l),
respectively. These tanks contain high levels of 2-butanone and
BEHP, respectively. Most of the corrosivity results fell in the
range of 3 to 5.8 mm/yr. The flash points of most of the tank
fluids fell above 100°C. Western steel tank WST-03 and eastern
steel tank EST-04 contained fluids having flash points below

15°C. Fiberglass tank FG-04 contains fluid with a flash point of
30°C.

Four organic compounds were found in the soil directly next to
the tanks, however, three of them, tetrachloroethene, chloroform
and di-n-butylphthalate, occurred at trace levels (less than 26
PPb). The fourth compound, bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (BEHP),
occurred at substantially higher levels, in the range of 50 to
3,000,000 ppb (i.e. up to 0.3%), in all samples.

BUILDING

Within the Claremont process building, samples were collected to
characterize any contamination associated with accumulated dust,
standing water (in floor drains and previously operating
condensers), and insulation materials. Results are summarized in
Table 6.

Building Dust Wipes

Analysis of wipe samples taken from floors and walls show the
widespread presence of metals within the building. Inorganics



vere detected at consistently high concentrations - aluminum at
1,696 ug/ft’ to 45,013 ug/ft’ and copper from 142 ug/ft’ to 2,091
ug/ft’. BNA and pesticide analysis showed bis(2-
ethyhexyl)phthalate as the principal contaminant at
concentrations of 107 to 3,200 ug/ft.

Condensers and Floor Drains

Water samples were collected from two condensers and two floor
draing within the building. A wipe sample was also taken from
one condenser. All samples showed elevated levels of inorganics.
Principal contaminants include copper (17.9 - 43,900 ug/l) and
zinc (up to 12,200 ug/l in water samples, and 77,653 ug/ft’ in
the condenser).

Pipes

Analyses of 17 samples of insulating material collected from the
pipes within the building showed that 14 out of 17 samples had
greater than 5% asbestos. Asbestos concentrations in the
building materials analyzed ranged from non detect to 25%
asbhestos.

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

EPA conducted an Endangerment Assessment (EA) of the "no action®
alternative to evaluate the potential risks to human health and
the environment associated with the Claremont Polychemical site
in its current state. The EA focused on the contaminants in the
air, building dust, soil, and ground water which are likely to
pose the most significant risks to human health and the
environment (indicator chemicals). The summary of "indicator
chemicals" in sampled matrices is listed in Table 7.

EPA's EA identified several potential exposure pathways by which
the public may be exposed to contaminant releases at the Site.
Potential pathways were developed based on current (residential,
industrial) and future land use (residential, industrial)
scenarios at the Site. Several pathways (direct contact,
inhalation and ingestion) were evaluated for each scenario. :
Under the present land use, ingestion of ground water, inhalation
of fugitive dust, and contaminated air were considered complete
exposure pathways. Ground water downgradient of the Site was
used for present and future off-gite land use exposure scenarios,
whereas site ground water was used for on-site future land use
scenario. Site air and soil concentrations, were used for both
scenarios, as applicable. These pathways and the populations
potentially affected are shown in Table 8. Potentially exposed
populations include on-site and off-site residents, farm workers,
and construction workers. Two risks were calculated, ,
corresponding to the average and maximum plausible case.



9

Under current EPA guidelines, the likelihood of carcinogenic:
(cancer causing) and non-carcinogenic effects due to exposure to
site chemicals are considered separately. It was assumed that -
the toxic effects of the site related chemicals would be
additive. Thus, carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks
associated with exposures to individual indicator compounds were
sunmed to indicate the potential risks associated with mixtures
of potential carcinogens and non-carcinogens, respectively.

Non-carcinogenic risks were assessed using a hazard index (HI)
approach, based on a comparison of expected contaminant intakes
and safe levels of intake (Reference Doses). Reference doses
(RfDs) have been developed by EPA for indicating the potential
for adverse health effects. RfDs, which are expressed in units
of mg/kg-day, are estimates of daily exposure levels for humans
which are thought to be safe over a lifetime (including sensitive
individuals). Estimated intakes of chemicals from environmental
media (e.g., the amount of a chemical ingested from contaminated
drinking water) are compared with the RfD to derive the hazard
quotient for the contaminant in the particular media. The hazard
index is obtained by adding the hazard quotients for all
compounds across all media. A hazard index greater than 1
indicates that potential exists for non-carcinogenic health
effects to occur as a result of site-related exposures. The HI
provides a useful reference point for gauging the potential
significance of multiple contaminant exposures within a single
medium or across media. The reference doses for the indicator
c?;:icals at the Claremont Polychemical site are presented in

T e 9.

The hazard indices for non-carcinogenic effects from the Site are
listed in Table 10. All total HIs listed under current and
future off-gite and on-site land uses are greater than 1,
suggesting that non-cancer effects may occur.

Potential carcinogenic risks were evaluated using the cancer
potency factors developed by the EPA for the indicator compounds.
Cancer potency factors (CPFs) have been developed by EPA's
Carcinogenic Risk Assessment Verification Endeavor for estimating
excess lifetime cancer risks associated with exposure to :
potentially carcinogenic chemicals. CPFs, which are expressed in
units of (mg/kg-day)’, are multiplied by the estimated intake of
a potential carcinogen, in mg/kg-day, to generate an upper-bound
estimate of the excess lifetime cancer risk associated with
sxposure to the compound at that intake level. The term “upper
bound” reflects the conservative estimate of the risks calculated
from the CPF. Use of this approach makes the underestimation of
the risk highly unlikely. The CPFs for the indicator chemicals
are presented in Table 11.

For known or suspected carcinogens, the USEPA considers excess
upper bound individual lifetime cancer risks of between 10* to



10

10* to be acceptable. This level indicates that an individual-
has not greater than a one in ten thousand to one in a million
chance of developing cancer as a result of exposure to site
conditions.

The potential risks due to carcinogens at the Site are listed in
Table 12. The estimated risk for the current use of the
recreational areas located downgradient of the Site ranged
between 1.88 x 10° and 1.4 x 10°. Under future off-site land use
conditions, inhalation of the site air and ingestion of
unfiltered downgradient ground water posed a total risk varying
between 1.2 x 10° and 5.0 x 10®. Higher risks were estimated for
future on~-site land use. The risks from all pathways range from
1.84 x 10" to 6.61 X 10°. The primary risk to workers was due to
inhalation of resuspended dust inside the building (2.37 x 10 to
5$.09 x 10°). The risk for inhalation of building resuspended
dust is above the risk range for carcinogens at the Site and the
remaining risks fall within EPA's acceptable risk range.

Uncertainties

The procedures and inputs used to assess rigks in this
evaluation, as in all such assessments, are subject to a wide
variety of uncertainties. In general, the main sources of
uncertainty include:

environmental chemistry sampling and analysis
environmental parameter measurement

fate and transport modeling

exposure parameter estimation

toxicological data

Uncertainty in environmental sampling arises in part from the
potentially uneven distribution of chemicals in the media
sampled. Consequently, there is significant uncertainty as to
the actual levels present. Dermal adsorption and ingestion of
soil were not included in the exposure pathways for future off-
site land use because of the lack of off-site soil data.
Environmental chemistry analysis error can stem from several
sources including the errors inherent in the analytical methods
and characteristics of the matrix being sampled.

Uncertainties in the exposure assessment are related to estimates
of how often an individual would actually come in contact with
the chemicals of concern, the period of time over which such
exposure would occur, and in the models used to estimate the
concentrations of the chemicals of concern at the point of
exposure.

Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both
from animals to humans and from high to low doses of exposure, as

——
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well as from the difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a
mixture of chemicals. These uncertainties are addressed by
making conservative assumptions concerning risk and exposure
parameters throughout the assessment. As a result, the EA
provides upper bound estimates of the risks to populations near
the Landfill, and is highly unlikely to underestimate actual
risks related to the Site.

More specific information concerning public health risks,
including quantitative evaluation of the degree of risk
associated with various exposure pathways is presented in the RI
Report.

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
site, if not addressed by implementing the response action
selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and substantial
endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

Following a screening of remedial technologies in accordance with
the NCP, ten remedial alternatives were developed for
contaminated groundwater; five remedial alternatives were
developed for treatment of soil; and two alternatives were
developed to remediate the building and underground tank areas,
respectively.

These alternatives were screened based on implementability,
effectiveness, and cost. The screening resulted in remedial
alternatives upon which a detailed analysis was performed. The
remedial alternatives not retained for a detailed evaluation
were: capping (SC-2); and, groundwater alternatives which relayed
solely on carbon adsorption (GW-4A and 4B) and carbon
adsorption/enhanced activated sludge treatment (GW-6A and 6B).

Those alternatives considered in detail are discussed below. The
time to implement as used herein means the time regquired for site
preparation and for actual on-site construction, start-up
activities and cleanup except for groundwater alternatives which
do not include actual remediation time. It includes the remedial
design phase which typically takes 2-3 years to complete and
starts from the signing of the ROD. The remedial alternatives
are organized according to the media or specific structures which
they address: soil (SC), groundwater (GW), building (BD) and
underground tanks (T).
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SOILS
Alternative 8C-1: ¥No Further Action

Capital Cost: none

O & M Cost: $34,900 per yesar
Present Worth Cost: $564,300
Time to Implement: 1 month

The No Action alternative provides the baseline case for
comparison with other soil alternatives. Under this alternative,
the contaminated soil is left in place without treatment. A
long~term groundwater monitoring program would be implemented to
track the migration of contaminants from the soil into the
groundvater. Existing monitoring wells would be used for
monitoring. Five year reviews would be performed to assess the
need for further actions. ‘

Roll-off containers and drums containing soils and drilling mud
generated during the remedial investigation would have to be
transported off-site for treatment and disposal in accordance
with state and federal regulations.

Alternative 8C~-3: Excavation/off-8ite Incineration/Backfill with
Clean Boil ' '

. Capital Cost: $5,000,000

O & M Cost: none

Present Worth Cost: $5,000,000
Time to Implement: 3.5 years

Site preparation for the remedial implementation would include a
parking area, equipment staging area and stockpile area. Support
facilities (e.g. offices) also would also be installed on the
Site. An estimated total of 1,600 cubic yards (cy) of soil would
be excavated. Excavation would be conducted under moistened
conditions by spraying water over the surface to minimize
fugitive dust and volatile contaminant emissions. The soil would
be stockpiled prior to transportation to an off-site facility.
The excavated soil would be transported to an off-gsite, EPA-
permitted incineration facility for treatment and disposal. The
roll-off containers and drums containing soil from the remedial
investigation also would be re-packed into the same type of

. containers and transported for off-site incineration along with
the excavated soil. Clean soil would be used to backfill the
excavated area. Site restoration would include the application
of topsoil and seeding.
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Alternative B8C-4: Excavation/On~-Site Low rcnpcraturo.znhancod.
Volatilization/on~s8ite Redeposition

Capital Cost: $700,000

O & M Cost: none

Present Worth Cost: $700,000
Time to Implement: 3.5 years

Site preparation and soil excavation would be performed as in
Alternative SC-3. An estimated 1,600 cy of contaminated soil
would be treated in a mobile enhanced volatilization (low
temperature thermal extraction) unit brought on site. Low
temperature thermal extraction consists of a feed system, thermal
processor, afterburner, and scrubber. The excavated contaminated
soil is placed in the feed hopper with a backhoe. The soil is
then conveyed from the hopper to the thermal processor. Hot air
from an air heater is injected into the thermal processors at a
normal operating temperature of 260°C (500°F) which is well above
the boiling points of most volatile organic compounds (VOCs).

The volatilized compounds and moisture in the contaminated soil
is then burned at 1,090°C (2,000°F) in an afterburner operated to
ensure complete destruction. A portion of the off-gas is
recirculated as combustion air to minimize fuel usage. The
off-gas is then treated at the scrubber for particulate removal
and acid gas adsorption. The off-gas leaves the system at a
temperature of less than 93°C (200°F).

The volatilized contaminant-laden gas also can be treated by an
activated carbon adsorption unit instead of an afterburner for
PCE removal. A bag filter would be used to remove particulates
from the gas before it enters the carbon adsorption unit. The
treated soil would be free of volatile organics and would be
stored for sampling and then used as backfill in the excavated
areas. Site restoration would be performed as in Alternative
SC-3. The roll-off containers and drums containing RI soil also
would be treated with the excavated soil.

Alternative 8C-5: 1In-gitu Vacuum Extraction

Capital cCost: $385,600

O & M Cost: none

Present Worth Cost: $385,600
Time to Implement: 4 years

Site preparation would be performed as in Alternative SC-3.
However, the scoil is left in place undisturbed, therefore no
excavation would be required. This alternative involves the
installation of vacuum extraction wells over the contaminated
soils. Each well would have a maximum depth of 10 fset. The
vacuum wells would be connected via a pipe system to a
skid-mounted high volume vacuum pump. The vacuum would pull air
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through the contaminated soils, within a radius of approximately
20 feet from the wells, depending on soil composition and
volatility of the contaminant. The air containing the stripped
VOCs from the soil would be fed through a condenser to recover
the free product and moisture, and then through an emissions
control system, i.e., a vapor phase carbon adsorption system. The
condensed product would be drummed and transported to an off-site
treatment and disposal facility (most likely an incinerator).

The roll-offs and drums containing soil would also be treated
on-gite via this technology by using a one-pipe system within the
drum connected to a vacuum pump. The treated soils would be used
on-site for backfilling and regrading.

GROUNDWATER
Alternative GW-1: Mo Further Action

Capital Cost: none

O & M Cost: $28,400

Present Worth Cost: $464,400
Time to Implement: 1 year

This alternative includes the use of existing wells to conduct a
long-term groundwater sampling program which would monitor the
migration of contaminants of concern in the aquifer. A total of
ten wells, including existing upgradient, on-site and
downgradient wells, would be utilized in order to sample the
groundwater from the shallow to deeper portions of the aquifer
and to track contaminant migration off-site. Regular five-year
reviews would be performed to assess the need for additional
remedial actions. Under this alternative, it would take 100
years to achieve groundwater remediation.

Alternative GW-2: Pumping/Pretreatment/Air stripping/Carbon
Adsorption/Reinjection; Pumping at the S8ite Boundary (0.2 mgd)

Capital Cost: $214,800

O & M Cost: $378,700

Present Worth Cost: $3,350,500
Time to Implement: 3 years

This alternative includes the installation of three extraction
wells downgradient of the Site in order to extract 0.2 million
gallons per day (mgd) of groundwater from the site contaminant
plume. This groundwater would be piped to the 0ld Bethpage
Landfill groundwater treatment system for treatment and disposal.
The Landfill groundwater treatment system is currently under
construction and scheduled to be completed in 1991. The 0.2 mgd
is the maximum allowable input from the Claremont site to the
Landfill pump and ‘treatment system due to design limitations of
the Landfill system. The treated effluent would be reinjected
into the aquifer through a recharge basin being constructed as
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basin being constructed as part of the Landfill system. This.
flow rate is below the modeled maximum pumping rate of 1.9 mgd
estimated for removal and treatment of the Claremont contaminant
plume. (The original estimate of the volume of contaminated
groundwvater to be treated was much less than the current
estimate.) In addition, the landfill treatment system is only
planned to operate for 10 years based upon the time estimated for
remediation to be completed for the 0ld Bethpage plume.
Long~term monitoring using the new extraction wells and existing
wvells would be performed for 30 years in order to monitor any
continued migration of remaining contamination in the
groundwater, both during and dfter the operation of the landfill

treatment systen.

Alternative GW~-3A: Pumping/Pretreatment/Air stripping/Carbon
Adsorption/Reinjection; Pumping at the Leading Edge of the Plume
(1.9 mgd)

Capital Cost: $4,044,700
O & M Cost: $1,622,900

Present Worth Cost: $28,978,000

Time to Implement: 3 years

In this alternative, three extraction wells would be installed
downgradient of the site on the Bethpage State Park property in
order to capture the entire site contaminant plume.

Approximately 1.9 mgd would. be pumped to an on-site treatment
facility. The treated groundwater would be pumped to a discharge
system for reinjection to the agquifer via three reinjection
wells. The siting of the extraction wells would be completed
during the design phase based.on technical criteria.

The groundwater treatment facility would consist of two major
processes: pretreatment to remove metals (iron, manganese,
arsenic, and thalljium) and air strippers followed by a carbon
adsorption system to remove volatile and semivolatile organics.
The pretreatment system would be designed to effectively reduce
the metal concentrations in the groundwater below the federal and
New York State Groundwater Standards. This pretreataent systenm
would consist of a metals precipitation system and dual media
pressure filter. The resulting sludge would require off-site
treatment and disposal.

Two air strippers in series followed by ligquid phase carbon
adsorption would be used to lower the levels of organic
contanination below the state groundwater standards.
Approximately 95 to 99 percent of the volatile organics would be
removed by air stripping. The stripped groundwater would be
pumped to a two-stage liquid phase carbon adsorber for removal of
the remaining volatiles and BEHP, and phenol. The volatile
organic emissions from the air stripping would be adsorbed on a
vapor phase activated carbon system in order to meet air quality
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standards. Spent carbon would be removed for off-site
regeneration or incineration, thus destroying all organic
contaninants.. Two treatment trains (parallel systems for
treating the groundwater) rated at 660 gallons per minute (gpm)
each would be required.

Environmental monitoring would be required during the life of the
treatment plant operation (i.e., 30 years). Air emissions would
be monitored to confirm compliance with the air discharge limit.
Groundwater samples would be taken every six months to monitor
groundwater contamination migration and the effectiveness of
remediation. Under this alternative it is estimated to take 62
years to achieve remediation of the groundwater plume.

Alternative GW-3B: Pumping/Pretreatment/Air stripping/Carbon
Adsorption/Reinjection; Pumping at the Site Boundary and
Downgradient (1.0 mgd)

Capital Cost: $4,936,000

O & M Cost: $1,100,400 (first,ien years)
$701,900 (next six years)

Present Worth Cost: $15,620,400

Time to Implement: 3 years

In this Alternative, two extraction wells would be installed at
the boundary of the Site to capture the most contaminated
groundwvater. Additional extraction wells would be located
downgradient from the Site to capture the off-site migrating
plume. Sufficient information exists at this time to locate the
on~-site wells which would pump the concentrated contaminant plume
for treatment, however additional information would be required
before the downgradient extraction wells could be sited. These
information needs include information regarding the actual extent
of the downgradient plume, as well as potential impacts the 0Old
Bethpage Landfill may have on this plume once it begins
operation. Additional sampling would be conducted to obtain this
information. For these reasons it is likely that the on-site
extraction wells would be installed (0-2 years) prior to the off-
site and downgradient wells.

During the first phase extraction wells would be installed at the
site boundary, requiring two treatment trains each rated at 250
gpd to treat the concentrated groundwater plume. During the
second phase the downgradient groundwater plume would be
extracted, requiring the installation of two additional treatment
trains also rated at 250 gpd’ The treatment trains would be -
located on-site and operated in parallel. The extracted
groundwater would be treated as in Alternative 3A. The on-site
and off-gite extraction wells would treat 1 mgd for approximately
10 years. After 10 years it is anticipated that the downgradient
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plume would be significantly treated. Thereafter, on-site
extraction and treatment of 0.5 mgd would continue for
aproximately six additional years.

Implementing this remedy in two phases would provide increased
overall efficiency and flexibility. This optimized extraction
and treatment system design would be better able to address the
remedjiation of the Claremont site plume.

Alternative GW-SA: Pumping/Pretreatment/UV-Chemical
oxidation/Reinjection; Pumping at the Leading Edge of the Plume
(1.9 mgd)

Capital Cost: $4,088,900

O & M Cost: $1,108,000

Present Worth Cost: $21,121,100
Time to Implement: 3 years

This remedial alternative is similar to Alternative GW-3A except
that a chemical oxidation process rather than air
stripping/adsorption process would be used to remove the volatile
and semivolatile organics in the groundwater. An ultraviolet
light-hydrogen peroxide oxidation system is selected as the
representative process to treat the contaminated groundwater.
This oxidation system would employ a combination of hydrogen
peroxide (H,0,) and ultraviolet (UV) light to chemically oxidize
the organic contaminants in the groundwater to carbon dioxide,
water and chlorides. Multiple units would be required. The
treated groundwater would have organic concentrations below state
and federal standards. The time necessary to achieve remediation
would be 62 years. *

Alternative GW-5B: Pumping/Pretreatment/Uv-Chemical
Oxidation/Reinjection; Pumping at the Bite Boundary and
Downgradient (1.0 mgd)

Capital Cost: $4,069,800

O & M Cost: $1,008,600 (first ten years)
$656,000 (next six years)

Present Worth Cost: $13,902,300

Time to Implement: 3 years

Groundwater extraction, pretreatment, and reinjection would be
accomplished as in Alternative GW-3B. The UV-H,0, system would
operate as in Alternative GW-5A except that smaller treatment
units would be used. The time necessary to achieve groundwater
remediation would be 16 years:
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BUILDING
Alternative nn-;:‘ No Purther Action

Capital Cost: $8,800

O & M Cost: $2,100 per year
Present Worth Cost: $41,100
Time to Implement: 1 month

The No Action alternative provides the baseline against which
other alternatives can be compared. It would result in leaving
the contaminated dust, asbestos insulation, and contaminated
water in floor drains and condensers intact in the building. The
only additional security measure implemented to completely seal
the building would be waterproofing of the building ceiling.

A long-term maintenance program, including site inspections,
would be implemented in order to ensure that the building is
completely sealed and is not accessible to the public in the
future.

Alternative BD-2: Building Decontamination

Capital Cost: $186,200

O & M Cost: none

Present Worth Cost: $186,200
Time to Implement: 6 months -

The inside contaminated surfaces of the building (i.e., walls,
floors, and hoods) would be decontaminated using dusting,
vacuuming and wiping procedures. In addition three dust
collectors on the roof would be emptied. The collected dust
would be transported to an off-site EPA-permitted treatment and
disposal facility. The contaminated water in the floor drains
and condensers also would be removed and disposed of off-site.

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS
Alternative T-1: No Further .lction

Capital Cost: $2,600

O & M Cost: $2,200 per year
Present Worth Cost: $64,300
Time to Implement: 1 month

Under this alternative the underground tanks and contents would
be left in place. The large amounts of hazardous materials
contained in the tanks would continue to constitute a potential
source of soil and groundwater contamination. A monitoring
program using the existing monitoring wells would be established
to detect the movement of these compounds into the groundwater.
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Alternative T-2: Removal and Off-gite Treatmeant/Disposal

Capital Cost: $336,300

O & M Cost: none

Present Worth Cost: $336,300
Time to Implement: 6 months

This alternative entails excavation of overburden soils, pumping
of tank contents, tank cleaning, removal of tanks and associated
equipment, off-site disposal/treatment of tanks, equipment and
liquid waste, and backfilling with clean soil. A portion of the
wastes (tank content) could be reused if practical.

The underground tanks and associated piping would be drained and
Cleaned of any residual sludge. Tanks would be hoisted and
subsequently loaded on trucks and hauled off-site for disposal.
Other components of the tank farm, such as pumps, concrete pads,
and the pumphouse, would be demolished and transported off-gite

for disposal. At the disposal facility, the steel tanks would be

retested for hazardous waste contents. Nonhazardous tanks would
either be sold for scrap or landfilled, depending on the extent
to which they could be decontaminated. Hazardous tanks and tank
contents would be disposed of at an off-site EPA-approved
hazardous waste treatment and disposal facility.

Contaminated soils discovered during tank excavation would be
stockpiled in roll-off containers and subsequently transported to
an off-site EPA-permitted treatment and disposal facility.
Alternately, the contaminated soils could be treated on-site
using the low temperature thermal treatment unit. After
treatment, the soils would no longer be deemed to contain listed
RCRA hazardous constituents because the soils would be treated to
below health-based levels and would be treated in accordance with
the treatment standards requised by RCRA Land Disposal
Restrictions (LDRs). Because the scils would no longer contain
any listed RCRA hazardous constituents above health-based levels,
they would not be subject to regulation under Subtitle C of RCRA
and may be used to backfill the excavated areas on-site.

Sampling of the soils underlying the tank farm would be conducted
as part of this alternative to further delineate the nature and
extent of soil contamination within this area and to assess
effectiveness of the remedy.

A description of the remedial alternatives rctaincd and evaluated
in detail is provided below.

SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERMATIVES
EPA has developed nine critdtla in "The Peasibility study:

Detailed Analysis of Remedial Action Alternatives®™ (OSWER
Directive 9355.3-01) to evaluate potential alternatives to ensure

B
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all important considerations are factored into remedy selection
decisions. The major objective of this section is to evaluate
the relative performance of the alternatives with respect to the
criteria so that the advantages and disadvantages associated with
each cleanup option are clearly understood.

The evaluation criteria are ﬁéted and explained below.

-]

addresses vhether or not a remedy provides adequate
protection and describes how risks posed through each
exposure pathway (based on a reasonable maximum exposure
scenario) are eliminated, reduced, or controlled through
treatment, engineering controls, or institutional controls.

' addresses vhether or not a remedy
would meet all of the applicable or relevant and appropriate
requiremants of other federal and state environmental
st;tutes and requircments or provide grounds for invoking a
wvaiver.

long-texm sffectiveness and permanence refers to the ability
of a remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health
and the environment over time, once clesanup goals have been
met. It also addresses the magnitude and effectiveness of
the measures that may be required to manage the risk posed
by treatment residuals and/or untreated wvastes.

Reduction of toxicitv, mobility. or volume through treatment
is the anticipated performance of the treatment
technologies, with respgct to these parameters, a remedy may
employ.

addresses the period of time needed

Short-term effectiveness

to achieve protection and any adverse impacts on human
health and the environment that may be posed during the
construction and implementation periods until cleanup goals
are achieved.

Inplementability is the technical and administrative
feasibility of a remedy, including the availability of
nat;rials and services needed to implement a particular
option. e

Cost includes estimated capital and operation and
maintenance costs, and net present worth costs.

State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of
the RI/FS and Proposed Plan, the State concurs with,
opposes, or has no comment on the selected remedy at the
present time.

a
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o Community acceptance refers to the public's general rnspénse
to the alternatives described in the Proposed Plan and the
RI/FS reports.

ANALYBIS

Comparison Among Soil (8C) Alternatives

o Qverall Protection of Hupan Health and the Environment

Alternative SC-1 does not meet the remedial objectives, thus it
is not protective of human health and the environment. As a
result of this alternative, the groundwater would continue to be
contaminated directly or indirectly by the soil (groundwater
percolating through soil into the groundwater) for some unknown
period. Alternatives SC-3, SC-4 and to some extent SC-5 would
meet the remedial objective of protecting the groundwater from
the soil source by achieving the cleanup levels in soils.
Therefore, alternatives SC-3, SC-4 and SC-5 (to a lesser extent)
are protective of human health and the environment.

o Compliance with ARARS

All technologies proposed for yse in Alternative §C-3 through
SC-5 would be designed and implemented to satisfy all ARARs. -
federal and state regulations dealing with the handling and
transportation of hazardous wastes to a fully EPA-approved off-
site treatment facility would be followed. Under Alternative SC-
4, treated soils would not longer constitute a potential source
of groundwater contamination and could therefore, be redeposited
on-site in compliance with all RCRA standards.

o long-Term Effectiveness and Parmanence
Alternative SC-1 would only monitor the migration of the
contaminants and would not provide treatment or containment.

Therefore, it would not provide effective or permanent long-term
protection of groundwater at the Site.

Alternatives SC-3, 8C-4 and SC-5 have similar abilities to
mitigate the risks through the removal and treatment of site
contaminants to meet the required cleanup levels. Alternatives
SC-3 and S§C~4 are highly effective, since they effectively can
remove the contaminants from the soil. Alternative SC-5 is
intended to have a similar ability to mitigate soil
contamination, however due to the technical limitations of the
in-gitu process, SC~5 may not ¥hsure complete remediation of
soils. The technical limitations inherent in this technology
include decreased efficiency for very shallow contamination, and
because of the possible need for supplementation with other
treatment methods.
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o Reduction in Toxicity, Mobilitv. or Volums

Alternative SC-1 would provide a very slow and gradual reduction
in toxicity through rainfall percolation, but there would be no
treatment to reduce the mobility, toxicity or volume of
contamination in a reasonable timeframe. It would provide no
reduction in contaminant mobility or volume. .

Alternatives 8C-3, 8C-4, and 8C-5 are similar in that each would
result in significant reductions in the toxicity, mobility, and
volume of the treated material through treatment. Material
toxicity would be reduced by thermal destruction of contaminants
in Alternatives SC-3 and SC-4 and by off-site treatment of the
condensed organic product in SC-5. Alternative SC-3 would
provide the greatest degree ofwreduction in toxicity of the
contaminants followed by SC-4 and SC-5.

° W

The implementation of Alternative SC-1 would not result in
additional risk to the community during implementation, since no
action would be taken. Alternatives SC-3, SC-4, and SC-5 include
activities such as contaninated soil excavation and off-site
transport or on-site treatment that could potentially expose
residents to volatilized conthminants and contaminated dust.
Engineering controls and other measures (e.g. restricting access
to the Site to authorized personnel only) would effectively
eliminate any significant impact these activities would have on
nearby residents. Alternative SC-5 includes in-situ treatment of
contarinated soils, so exposure risks to residents from
excavation is much less of a concern for this alternative than
SC-3 and SC-4. Under alternatives SC-4 and SC-5, proper air
emnigsion control units would be installed to minimize the
potential for public health exposures because of low-level
emissions from the on-site treatment units.

Alternative SC-1 would result in a lower overall risks to workers
than other alternatives, sindb subsurface soil is not disturbed.
Alternatives SC-4 and SC-5 provide treatment on-site, thereby
reducing potential risks to residents along transportation
routes. Alternatives SC-3, SC-4, and SC-5 would present a
potential for wvorker exposure to volatilized contaminants during
wvaste excavation and/or handling. To minimize and/or prevent
such exposures, use of personal protection cquipnent would be
necessary.

SC~1 would be implemented in approximately one month.
Alternatives SC-3, SC-4 and SC-5 would be implemented in about
3.5, 3.5 and 4 years, respactively.
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o Implementability

Components of Alternatives ScC-1, SC-3, SC-4 and $C-5 would
utilize relatively common construction equipment and materials.
Little construction difficulty would be encountered with any of
the alternatives. However, Alternative SC-1 would be the easiest
to implement.

The technologies proposed for use in the alternatives are proven
and reliable in achieving the specified process efficiencies and
performance goals. Low temperature thermal enhanced
volatilization and in-situ vacuum extraction have been
successfully tested at other Superfund sites. However, there is
a greater degree of uncertainty regarding the achieving of
cleanup levels using in-situ vacuum extraction, since this
technology only has been utilized on a limited full-scale basis
at similar contaminant concentration levels.

o gost

The total present worth costs "for the alternatives evaluated
range from $385,600 (in-situ vacuum extraction) to $5,000,000
(off-gite treatment and disposal). The present worth calculation
uses a 5% discount rate, and a 30-year operational period in the
case of SC-1. All other source control alternatives would not
require any operation and maintenance cost. Thersfore, present
worth for these alternatives (SC-3, SC-4 and SC-5) would be the
same as the capital cost. SC-4 provides the same protection as
Alternative SC-3 at a fraction of the cost ($700,000 versus
$5,000,000) . Although Alternative SC-5 is significantly less
expensive than SC-3 and SC-4, it may not provide the same level
of protection.

o State Acceptance
NYSDEC concurred with the selection of Alternative SC-4.
o Compunity Acceptance

The community have expressed swpport for the alternative selected
for the remediation of the soils.

Comparison of the Groundwater (GW) Alternatives
o Qverall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
The no-action alternative would not protect human health and the

environment. Existing contamination would continue to degrade
the aquifer and nmigrate off-site.
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Alternative GW-2 would not ensure protection of the health of :
future users of the aquifer nor would it improve the overall ~d
quality of the aguifer or prevent the continued migration of

contamination.

Each of the alternatives GW-3A, GW-3B, GW-5A and GW-5B would be
significantly more protective than GW-1 or GW-2, since they would

reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume of contaminants in the ,
aquifers. Each treatment alternative considered would equally -
protect human health and the environment; however, the amount of

time required to achieve the ARARs varies greatly among

alternatives. ) -
o cCompliance with ARARS
Alternatives GW-1 and GW=-2 would result in contaminant N

concentrations remaining above ARARs (for drinking water or
protection of the groundwater resources) for a long period of

time (estimated at 100 years). -

Alternatives GW-3A, GW-3B, GW-5A and GW-5B would be designed to
achieve all drinking water standards as well as those required
for groundwater protection in the treated water stream which is
to be reinjected. Each of thege alternatives would be capable of
providing the required contaminant removal levels. Because
experience with UV-chemical systems is limited, its effectiveness _
is slightly less certain but considered achievable. Each of the
alternatives would comply with federal and state air emission
standards as wvell as regulations for the handling and digposal of
the generated wastes (e.g. spent carbon).

o lona-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternative GW-1 does not provide treatment but would attempt to
restrict usage of contaminated groundwater. Alternative Gw-2
provides short-term treatment, but would not restore the
contaminated aquifer for its best beneficial future use.

Alternatives GW-3A, GW-3B, GW-5A, and GW-5B all reduce the
potential risks associated with groundwater ingestion by —
extracting, treating, and recharging the treated groundwater to

remove contaminants from the aguifer. The time required to
achieve these risk reductions depends on the effective extraction
rates from the aquifer and limitations on extraction system
placement due to the large area of the contaminant plume.
Long-ters effectiveness of each system is dependent on monitoring
and maintenance of the treatment systenm. —_

Alternatives GW-1 and GW-2 would take approximately 100 years to
achieve the remedial action ob¥ectives. Alternatives GW-3A and -
SA would theoretically achieve the remedial action objectives in
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62 years, whereas GW-3B and 5B would achieve the remedial action
objectives in approximately 16 years.

Proper air pollution control measures would be established under
alternatives GW-3A and GW-3B to offset potential risks from the -
air stripper(s), while no air pollution control measures are
deemed necessary for alternatives GW-5B and 5A. Alternatives
GW-3A and GW-3B require the disposal of more spent carbon than
GW-5A and GW-5B, since carbon adsorption is used.

o Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility., or Volume

Alternative GW-1 would very slowly and gradually reduce the
toxicity of contaminants through dilution but there would be no
treatment to reduce toxicity, mobility or volume. Alternative
GW-2 would reduce the toxicity and volume of contaminants more
rapidly than GW-1. Neither Alternative GW-1 nor GW-2 would
permanently reduce the mobility of the contaminants. For
alternative GW-2, the off-gsite portion of the contaminated
groundwater plume would continue to migrate downgradient, and
reduction of toxicity, mobility and volume would be achieved only
by natural attenuation.

Alternatives GW-3A, GW-3B, GW-5A and GW-5B would reduce the
toxicity, mobility, and volume of contaminants in the aquifers to
a greater extent than GW-1 and GW-2. Alternatives GW-3B and 5B
would reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume to a greater
extent and at a much faster rate than the other alternatives.
Alternatives GW-3A and GW-3B would use air stripping and carbon
adsorption to remove the contaminants, while GW~5A and GW-5B
would oxidize most of the orgagic compounds.

o Short-Term Effectiveness ,

Implementation of Alternative GW-1 would result in no additional
risk to the community during remedial activities, since no
treatment would occur. Alternative GW-2 could present additional
risks to the community resulting from the installation of the
extraction wells and pipelines for transportation of contaminated
groundwater. Alternatives GW-3A, GW-3B, GW-5A and GW-5B include
excavation activities, installation of the collection and
reinjection system, and construction of the treatment plant which
could result in potentially exposing residents to volatilized

.contaminants and contaminated dust. The treatment plant would be

constructed on-site. Proper engineering controls would ensure
that the impact of such activities would be insignificant. All
alternatives except Alternatives GW-1 and GW-2 would provide a
process residual requiring proper handling and disposal.

Alternative GW-1 would result in no additional risk to workers,

and GW-2 would result in a lower overall worker risk than other
alternatives because of the limited soil disturbance activities. .

o
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Personal protection equipment would be used under alternatives
GW-3A, GW-3B, GW-5A and GW-5B to minimize the worker's potential
exposure to volatilized contaminants during installation of the
collection, treatment, and rogharge systems.

GW-1 would be implemented in ipproxinatcly one year. Each of the
remaining alternatives would be implemented in about 3 years.

o Implementability .
&

Alternative GW-1 would be easily implemented. Alternative Gw-2
would require institutional management to maintain and operate
the pumping system and to coordinate with the 0ld Bethpage
Landfill treatment system. Alternatives GW-3A, GW-3B, GW-5A and
GW-5B would utilize relatively common construction equipment and
materials. Little construction difficulty would occur with any
of the alternatives. .

The air stripping and carbon adsorption technologies proposed for
use in Alternatives GW-3A and GW-3B are proven and reliable in
achieving specified process efficiencies and performance goals.
While there has been limited experience with UV-chemical
oxidation, it has been successful in several groundwater
treatment facilities.

All proposed technologies are readily available from a number of
sources, with the exception of UV-chemical oxidation.

Alternatives GW-3A, GW-3B, GW-5A, and GW-5B would require
institutional management of the operation and maintenance of the
treated groundwater reinjection systems. Siting the treatment
facility would not present any problems as there is enough space
available on-site. lLocation of associated off-site facilities
(e.g. piping, pumps, extraction wells and reinjection wells)
would be more complex as both technical and land use factors
would be considered.

Off-site Aisposal facilities are available for the disposal of
the pretreatment sludge and spent carbon generated from
Alternatives GW-3A, GW-3B, GW-5A and GW-S5B.

o Cost

The present worth costs of all GW alternatives ranged from
$464,400 (GW-1) to $28,987,000 (GW-3A). Alternative GW-1 would
be least expensive followed by GW-2, GW-5B, GW-3B, GW-5A and
GW=3A. Of the alternatives providing complete remediation of the
groundwater contamination, Alternative GW-3B provides the lowest
present worth cost, $15,620,400.

¢
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o State Acceptance

NYSDEC concurs with the selection of Alternative GW-3A for
groundvater treataent.

o Community Acceptance

The community have expressed support for the alternative selected
for the remediation of the groundwater.

Comparison of Building Alternmatives (BD)
OWWIMMM

In Alternative BD-1, hazardous material would be left in the
building. Human health and the environment remain protected only
as long as building security could be effectively enforced and
building integrity maintained. Alternative BD-2 would remove all
hazardous material from the building, so it would be fully
protective of human hesalth and the enviromment. In addition,
Alternative BD-2 allows for future reuse of the building.

o Compliance with ARARS

Alternative BD-1 would not contravene any ARARs, since no action
would be taken. Alternative BD-2 would comply with the ARARS
including RCRA land disposal restrictions as well as those
regulations related to the transport of the wastes to an off-
site facility. The off-site treatment facility would be fully
EPA-pernitted and therefore meet applicable regulations.

o long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternative BD-1 would not alter conditions within the building:
hazardous materials would remain in the building. Public
protection would rely on maintaining building security which
might be difficult to enforce. The building could not be used
for any purpose. Alternative BD-2 would remove all hazardous
materials from the building for off-site treatment and disposal
so that long~term exposure risks from the building would be
eliminated. Painting and sealing the building (Alternative BD-2)
would provide additional protection and would allow for
unrestricted use of the building in the future.

o Reduction in Toxicity., Mobility or Volume

Alternative BD-1 would provide no reduction in toxicity or volume
of contaminants; mobility is not an issue since the building is
self-contained. Alternative BD-2 would provide for complete
reduction in toxicity and volume, since all contaminated material
would be removed from the building.
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o Short-Term Effectiveness

Implementation of BD-1 would result in no additional risks to the
community or the environment as long as building security and
integrity could be maintained. Alternative BD-2 involves removal
and transport of the contaminants from the building, so there
would be some minimal public exposure risks as well as
snvironmental impacts from potential waste spills resulting from
possible transport accidents during remedial activities. Worker
exposure risks would be minimized through the use of personal
protection equipment. lLong-term maintenance would continue
indefinitely for Alternative BD-1. Building decontamination,
Alternative BD-2, could be accomplished in approximately 3
months.

o Implementability

Both alternatives are readily jmplementable; neither involves any
major construction activities. Methods and services for building
decontamination are technically feasible and readily available.
Alternative BD-1 would require institutional management i.e., a
long-term building maintenance program, whereas Alternative BD-2
would not require any long-term management.

o Cost

The present worth costs for Alternatives BD-1 and BD-2 are
$41,100 and $186,200, respectively.

o State Acceptance
NYSDEC concurs with the preferred building alternative selected.
o Community Acceptance

The community have expressed support for the alternative selected
for the remediation of the building.

Comparison of the Underground Tank (T) Alternatives

o Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Alternative T-1 would not protect human health and the
environment as the threat of soil and groundwater contamination
would not be reduced. The excavation and removal of contaminated
tanks and their contents from the Site (T-2) would significantly
reduce the potential human heaéth and environmental risks
associated with potential leaking of contaminants from tanks into
the soil and groundwvater.
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o Compliance With ARARsS

Alternative T-1 would not fagilitate compliance with groundwater
ARARs, .as a continual source®of contamination would not be
removed. The disposal of the underground tanks (T-2) would
eliminate the source of contamination and would satisfy state and
federal ARARs. The tanks wastes would be removed, transported,
and disposed of in accordance with all regulations. Contaminated
soils would be disposed off in accordance with all applicable
state and federal ARARs. Soils would be transported to an off-
site EPA-permitted treatment and disposal facility; or in the
alternative, the soils could be treated on-site using the low
temperature thermal treatment unit. After treatment, the soils
would not longer be deemed to contain listed RCRA hazardous
constituents because it would be treated to below health-based
levels and would be treated in accordance with the treatment
standards required by RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions.

o long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

‘Under Alternative T-1, the tanks and their associated hazardous
wastes would remain as a potential source of soil and groundwater
contamination. Alternative T-2, excavation and removal of the
underground storage tanks, tanj debris, and highly contaminated
soil from the Site, would reduce the potential human health and
environmental risks associated with the tanks' potential for
leaking contaminants into the soil and groundwater in the future.

o Reduction of Toxicity, Mobilitv or Volume

No significant reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume woulad
result from the implementation of the no-action alternative.
Alternative T-2, excavation and off-site treatment, would result
in a permanent reduction of toxicity, mobility and volume. The
wastes would be completely removed and either destroyed at the
treatment facility or reused if practical.

o Short-Term Effectivenegs

Alternative T-1 would result in no additional risk to the
community during implementation.

The potential public health threats to workers and area residents
associated with the implementation of Alternative T-2 include:
direct contact of workers with tank contents and potentially
contaminated soils; inhalation of fugitive dust, organic vapors,
and enissions generated during construction and excavation
activities; and improper handling of soil and hazardous liquids.
Several steps would be taken to minimize these threats including:
Site access would be restricted to authorized personnel only;
and, dust control measures such as wind screens and water sprays
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would be used to minimize fugitive dust emissions.

The risk to workers during excavation would be minimized by the
use of adequate personal protection equipment to prevent direct
contact with potentially contaminated soil, liquids, and
inhalation of fugitive dust and volatile organic compounds.

Other potential short-term impacts contemplated as part of T-2
would be an increase in traffic and noise pollution resulting
from hauling soils (as necessary), hazardous liquids, and tanks
to an off-site treatment facility, as well as the traffic
associated with transporting new soil for backfill to the Site.
Transportation of excavated hagzardous liquids might introduce
short-term risks with the possibility of spillage along the
transport routc and potential exposure of the public to hazardous
material. A spill contingency plan would be developed to address
and minimize the likelihood and potential impact of this
occurrence. The actual remediation period for this alternative
is estimated to be 8 weeks.

o Implementability

Alternative T-1 is easily inpl:icntablo, since no action would be
taken. All the components of Alternative T-2 are well developed
and commercially available. The contained tanks and related
wvastes would have to undergo a series of analyses prior

to acceptance for treatment at the EPA-permitted off-site
facility. Sufficient land is available at the Site for
mobilization and temporary storage of the excavated soil and
materials awvaiting pre-~transport decontamination. Excavation,
treatment tank decommissioning, transportation to an off-site
treatnment facility, solid and liquid waste disposal, and
restoration of the Site can be porformed without any major
difficulties.

© Cost p

The total present worth cost of Alternative T-1 is $64,300. The
total present worth cost of Alternative T-2, which represents the
estimated construction cost for the eight week remediation
program, is estimated at $336,300. Operation and maintenance
costs have not been included in.the cost estimate since the
duration of the remediation program is less than one year.

o State Acceptance

NYSDEC concurs with the selection of underground tank alternative
'1"2 .

o:mgnnx_mmm
The community has expressed support for the alternative selected
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for the remediation of the underground tanks.
SELECTED REMEDY

The preferred alternative will achieve substantial risk reduction
through a combination of source control alternatives SC-4 (low

temperature enhanced volatilization of soil contaminants) and T-
2 (tank removal and off-site treatment), with active restoration
of the groundwater (GW-3B), and building decontamination (BD-2).

The preferred alternative achieves this risk reduction more
quickly and at substantially less cost than the other options.
Therefore, the preferred alternative will provide the best
balance of trade-offs among alternatives with respect to the
evaluating criteria. Based on the information available at this
time, EPA and the NYSDEC believe that the preferred alternative
will be protective of human health and the environment, will
comply with ARARs, will be cost effective, and will utilize
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or
resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable.
The remedy also will mest the statutory preference for the use of
treatment as a principal element.

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS
1. Protection of Human lHealth and the Environment

The selected remedy is considered fully protective of human
health and the environment. e treatment of the contaminated
soils through the low tenpcr!iarc enhanced volatilization process
will remove the organic contminants from the soil. When
combined with the removal of the underground tanks, it will
result in the elimination of both long-term sources of
groundwater contamination. The extraction and treatment of the
contaminated groundwater using air stripping and carbon
adsorption will provide excellent protection of both human health
and the environment. Decontamination of the building will ensure
that public health is protected.

2. compliance with ARARs

The soil portion of the remedy (SC-4: excavation and on-site
treatment of the contaminated soils) will comply with all action-

" specific ARAR's. Contaminated soils will be treated to health-
- based levels. Since the treated soils no longer will constitute

a source of groundwater contamination, they will be redeposited
on-site in compliance with all RCRA standards. The groundwater
portion of the selected remedy (GW-3B: extraction and treatment
of the contaminant plume) will comply with all related ARARs
including NY Groundwater Quality Standards and Federal Maximum
Contaminant Levels.
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The building decontamination (BD-2) and underground tank removal
(T-2) will comply with all ARAR's. The off-site treatment '
facility will be fully RCRA permitted and, therefore, will meet
all applicable regulations. Wastes will be treated using
specific technologies or specific treatment levels. The remedy
vill comply with regulations including’ RCRA Standards Applicable
to Owners and Operators of TSD Facilities, RCRA Standards
Applicable to Transport of Hazardous Wastes, NY Air Quality
Standards, NY Hazardous Waste Manifest System Rules, and NY
Hazardous Waste Treatment Storage and Disposal Facility

Permitting Requirements.

A summary of ARARs associated with the selected remedy is
presented in Table 13.

3. Cost Effectiveness

The selected remedy is cost effective in that it provides overall
effectiveness proportional to its cost. The total capital and
present worth costs of the remedy are $6,200,000 and $16,800,000,
respectively. In proportion to the total capital cost, 11 per
cent is attributed to the soil portion; 80 per cent to the
groundwater portion; and the remaining 9 per cent to the building
and underground tank portion. The cost of the scil component is
higher than the in-situ vacuum extraction option; however, low
temperature treatment provides’ complete certainty with regard to
efficiency, at a fraction of the cost associated with the off-
site treatment option. Likewise, although the cost of the air
stripping/carbon adsorption is higher than the UV/oxidation, air
stripping/carbon adsorption provides a higher degree of certainty
that all groundwater contaminants will be removed.

4. Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment
Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable

The selected remedy utilizes permanent solutions and treatment
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. Of those
alternatives which are protective of human health and the
environment, and comply with ARARs, the selected remedy best
balances the goals of long-term effectiveness and permanence,
reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume achieved through
treatment, short-term effectiveness, implementability, cost, and
also achieves the statutory preference for treatment as a
principal element and has state and community acceptance.

After the s0il is treated and the underground tanks are removed,
the potential for future releases of waste to the environment
will be eliminated. The indirect and direct risks posed by the
soil and tanks as a continued source of groundwater contamination
will be eliminated. This action, in conjunction with the
groundwater extraction and tred2tment component, will restore the
aquifer to its most beneficial use and will meet all federal and
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state standards.

.
Al

No short-term adverse impacts and threats to human health and the
environment are foreseen as the result of implementing the
selected remedy. However, to minimize and/or prevent worker
exposure to contaminants, personal protection equipment will be
used.

The selected remedy will require construction of on-site soil and
groundwvater treatment facilities. No technological problems
should arise as all the treatment technologies are well
established, readily available and possess a proven track record.

S. Preference for Treatment as the Principal Element

The selected remedy fully satisfies this criterion for the source
of contamination (soil and underground tanks), groundwater, and
building contamination which are considered the principal threats
at the Site. Therefore, the statutory preference for remedies
that employ treatment as a principal element is satisfied.

DOCUMENTATION OF BIGNIFICANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan for the Claremont Polychemical site was
released to the public on August 24, 1990. The Proposed Plan
identified Alternative SC-4 combined with Alternatives GW-3B,
BD-2 and T-2 as the preferred alternative. EPA reviewed all
written and verbal comments submitted during the public comment
period. Upon review of these comments, EPA determined that no
significant changes to the selected remedy, as it was originally
identified in the Proposed Plan, are necessary.
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Table 1
Site History Summary

CONSTRUCTION OF THE CLAREMONT POLYCHEMICAL FACILITY BEGAN IN
1966

PLANT OPERATION BEGAN IN 1968

MORE THAN A THOUSAND DRUMS WERE DISCOVERED IN 1979 BY THE
NASSAU COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH (NCDOH) :

MUST OF THE DRUMS WERE GONE AND AREA OF CONTAMINATED SOIL
(SPILL AREA) WAS DISCOVERED IN 1980 BY NCDOR

SOILS WERE EXCAVATED AND PLACED ON PLASTIC LINERS IN 1980 BY
THE COMPANY

COMPANY ENTERED INTO CHAPTER 11 PROCEEDINGS IN 1980

NEW YORK DEPARTMENT OF LAW ASSUMES THE LEAD ON THE SITE AND
ATTEMPTS TO NEGOTIATE AN AGREEMENT WITH RESPONSIBLE PARTY

SITE RECOMMENDED FOR PLACEMENT IN NATIONAL PRIORITY LIST IN
OCTOBER 1984

SITE WAS FINALLY INCLUDED IN NATIONAL PRIORITY LIST IN JUNE
1986 (RANKED 614)

EPA ASSUMES THE LEAD IN 1986 AND SENDS OUT NOTIFICATION
LETTER TO POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTY (PRP) IN NOVEMBER
1987

NO RESPONSE WAS RECEIVED AND FUNDS FOR REMEDIAL
INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) ARE ALLOCATED IN
MARCH 1988

EBASCO SERVICES 1§ CONTRACTED BY EPA TO CONDUCT RI/FS (1"
OPERABLE UNIT) IN MARCH 1988

EPA CONDUCTS REMOVAL ACTION IN OCTOBER 1988 TO STABILIZE
KASTES

SECOND RI/FS (2" OPERABLE UNIT) 1S OPEN IN APRIL 1989 TO
ADURESS THE DISPOSAL OF WASTES CONTAIN IN HOLDING UNITS
(DRUMS, BASINS, ETC)

IMPLEMENTATION OF REMEDY POR 2" OPERABLE UNIT STARTS IN
SEPTEMBER 1989

R1/FS FOR 1" OPERABLE UNIT IS FINALIZED AND REPORTS ARE
RELEASBD FOR PUBLIC COMMENT IN AUGUST 1990 :



TABLE 2

COMPARISON OF CONCENTRATION RANGES OF METALS 1M
SURFACE SOIL TO TYPICAL REGIONAIL. BACKGROUNRD LEVELS

Concentration Range in
Typical Eastern U.S.

Element Backgreund_Soil _(ppm*)..
Al 10000-300000
sb <1-s00(1)
As 5-15(1?

Ba 100-3500

Be 1-7(1)

ca 0.01-7

Ca 100-400000
Cr 10-g0(1)

Co (3-70(1)

Cu 2-100

Fe 7000-550000
Pb 3-30(1)

Mg 600-6000

Mn 100-4000

Hg 0.2-0.61}
Ni a-30¢1)

X . 400-30000
Se 0.1-2.0

Na 750-7500

v 20-500

Zn 10-300

(*) - Dragun, 1988.
(1) - Conner, J.J. and NI.T. Shacklcltic,
{ND) - Not detected

Concenlralion Ranye in
suirface Soil
.. CPPW) .

1220-58710
ND-60
2.2-9.3
6. 0..258
ND-1.2
ND=-23.]
78.7-49700
3.0-75.4
ND-3.1
0.4-230
2460-13%00
2.2-327
3p4-29200
10.4-203
NDh-().22
NDh-14.]
Hh-33%
ND-~-1.3
ND-263
9.2-26.06
6.7-3280

1975,



~tompoynd___
Volalile Drganics

Methylene Chioride
Tetrachloroethene
t-1,2-Dichlorcethene
frichloroethere
1,1,2-Yrichliorpethane

Acetlone

Toluene

2-8utanone

Xyleney
EHethy)-2-Pentanore

Semivolatile Organics

L=Nitropheno!
fentachlorgphenot

2..-Dinttrotstuene
2.5-Dinitrotoluene
1,2.6~Trichipronentene
2-Chloronapnthalere

taphthaiene
c-Methylngohihalene
Acenaohthylens
Acenaphthene
Dibenzafuran

fluorene

Phenanthrene
Anthracens
Fluoranthene

Pyreny
Senzolalanthracene
Chrysone
Benzold)fluoranthene
3enzolk) (lugranthene
Senzu{alpyrene
indencl ), 2,3-c . d)pyrene
Qidenzo(a,.Nlanthracene
Senzulg.h, Jperylene

Dimetisylphthalate
Ji-n-butyliphthatate
Butyivenzyiphthalate
di-n-actylphthalate
3is(2-ethylhenyliphthaiate
Senzn ¢ Acid

np-8
125000
NO-1
no-11

ND- 11
no-82

D~ 150

wo-130
ND- 360

ND-63
MO~ 130
"-33
10-33000

NO-330
1030
ND-130
w110
HD-7S
70150
ND-1 100
H0-5%0
$0-2000
MO 1920
‘ND-700
H0-360
0880
0-880
“0-£2%
n-339
"0-201
ND-420

40- 3900
102200
10-87

#0-270000 NO-40Q00

.ND-120

o~

CLARFMONT POLYCHFMICAL SITE
Subsurface Soil Boringx

- 1. 3]
5-10. fe2d 1D=15_fzel 15=20 feel 30-20 Feel 2Q:10 Feel 40-50 Feel C0-£5_ Foel 365 feet

-7
nO-100
Hp-~36

np-210
n-)
ND-)7

- -

ND-270
NO-SS ND-? NO-
ND-10 NO-26

- ND-27

- -

-6

1wt

[}
]

ND-4)

ND-310

ND-140
ND-6)

NO-200
NO-110
10-180
NO-1500
NO-340
NO- 1400
NO-950
NG-200
NO-700
%0700
NO-500
“0-740
NO-260
ND-1£0
NO-2080

NO-48 -
#D-2100 NOD-40
KD-1500 -

p NO-270  ND-100
- ND-74 -

LI T N R N R N DO N RO N N B BN IR I |
LI U T U D N IO N U O R I BN RN R RN RN |

Table 3

nn-is

N0-14000
.3

LI I B Y

)

N0-62

ND-1500

ND-120

Np-19

]

I N N A AR 2 I e I I I I B R |

ND-53

ND-~1600

(ug/kg)

Hp-% -
np-26 Hp-15

- - -

ND-24 10-20
NO-? no-15§

- -

]
)
]

L I I |
L 2 I I |

[ 738 T N N 2 R 2NN B I )

3
’

L I T N I N N TN N I N N I U RN IS TN )

-
I N A A A I I I I I I I I A |

LR I BN N NN B AN |

D 1300
NO-50

ND-190 ND-189)

Hp-85

ND-170

Unsaturated Saturated
} Soil
158 Teet

- NO-§
ND-200 NC-110
HD-25 Ne-71
NO-1) ND-3
ND-4 -

- H-110
ND- ) NO- 1)
- 10- 5300

- 10-360

LI S I
[ 2 ]

LI T N O O RO D N N U DO R D I NN NN N |

ND-47

ND- ;20 ND-390




TABLE 3 (Lont ey

CONCENTRATION RANGES OF ORGANIC COMPOUNDS IN
SUBSURFACE SOIL BORINGS (ug/kg)

Unsaturated Saturated

Soil Seoid
~Sompound 0- Feet 2=4 feet  9-10 Feedk 10-1S Feet 15-20 feet 20-30 feet J0-40 Feel 40-50 Feet 50-65 Feet )65 feet 265 feet
Pesticides
Heptachlor ND-18 - - - - - - - - - -
Oieldrin ND-26 - - - - - - - - - -
00€ W-70 ND-110 - - - - - - - - -
000 Np-38 ND-180 - - - - - - - - -
oot H-61 ND--88 - - - - - - - - -
2R’y .
rCh 1249 ND-600 - - - - - - - - - -
P8 1254 ND-120 NO-1100 - - - - - - - - -
PCB 1260 ND-650 - - - - - - - - - -

{NO) or (-) - Mot detected.
A1) concentrations in ppb.
t Depth listed 1s below grade.

N
(=]




Element

.
-

b
Ag
%2
Se
Cd
Ca

Lr

Co

fe
4]

Ma
ni
Se
Ag

In

frocentrat:on
Range
Tepical
wrchground
Sl tppm®

1* 00-209000
ot segl"
tasth)
100-3500
-t
0.53<7
100200009
10-20t 1)
3-10t")
2-300
300.£20000
il

" &0C-6300

100 - 2000

‘0.:-0.8(N

et
200-30000
0.1-2.0
0.1.5.0
759-7200
20-500
10-30¢

i { { E { { | T # (\ AU | [ { -
Tase 3
CONCEINTRATION RANGES OF METALS IN
SUBSULFACE SOIL BORINGS ANG TMEIR COMPARISOM 10 TYPICAL REGIOMNAL BACKGROUMD LEVELS
— e stntentration _Fange In Svbsurface Sqil tppm)

Unsa;u;;:rd Sa;u:::ed
0-Rfeed Qe f $o10 feed 10=12 Feet 15200 Tegt (0=30 feetl 20-90 Feet 20-30 Feet 20-€5 feey 255:'.31 Lesng
TI10-0E200  $62-13309 73%-15800 S98-344  437-€7p 39¢.9702 254-4210 121170 335-1320 275-760 2013310
wp-%.3 ND-4.7 - - - upn-2.9 np-7.8 - - - HD-%.3
1,638 1.0-13.2 1.6-2.9 1.%-4.5§ 1.}-00.% 1,8.3,1 2.1.38 0.72.5.0 1.1-3.6 1.1-6.7  1.0-13.2
§.4-73.3 2.8-46.13 4.8-49.5 1,840 2.420) a.1-11.8 2 3-13.7 ND-1.7 2.17-19.3 n0-5.9 ND-15.2
ND-1t NB-1.) 0.17-1.6 - 0.11-0.3) - ND-0.92 ND-0.11 0.28%0.2Y 0.V2 -
NO-14,1 80-4.8 ND-3.3 - ND-0 . 88 - ND-0.73 - - w-6.2  w0-2.9 '
59.5-22000 $2.2-€2100 121405 22.9 €4.2-168 §7.1-22% ND-307 V. 5-122 €3, 6-2%7 €3.3-172 25.1.1070
Ho-19.2 m.27.8 NC-17.8 2.8-2.8 WD-30.2 c.6-3.% ND-98.7 ND-G.7 ND-8. 0 np-29.¢  NO-1.0
§0-6.1 ND-7.6 ND-12.2 - - ND-1.5 no-1.3 m-1.8 Mp.1.9 - NO-Y.7
€.3.182 ND-38.3 4.0-81.3 22 w-37.9 1.9-8.2 Np-29.4 2.6.8.1 nw-13.5 J.2-iv.1 2.8.182
€250-318300 1220233100 1£90-23300 2330-5560 3°0-13290 ©33-34i0 1380-41500 &36-3380 1090-6240  1330-3700 1200-7070
2.6-90.8 0.)8-2%.% 1.8-7.2 2.9-1.3 1.8.8.4 1.6-1.5 1.2-%.9 1.1-2.6 2.8-1.7 1.5-6.0 1.2.%.8
150-19000 25.3-23100 35.6-2130 ND-44.9 ND-3YS.) ne-$7.9 ND-156 ND-56.8 HD- 265 HD-%4.2 NJ-11S
22-132 7.5-200 12-591 £5.7-67.6 1.8-40.4 5.4.21 2.0-28.08 1.8-20.3 7.%-8%.9 7.9-25.8 3.1-19.¢8
ND-D. 12 - - - - - - - - - -
ND-12.8 ND-18.6 40-10.8 - - - - - ND-2.9 - 20-2.8
61.4-1250 NO-987 1151320 NOD-122 NO-10) ND-86.2 42.7-18% ND-139 10-323 NO-111 ND-223
ND-). 4 Np-2.3 No-1.9 ND-0.76 NO-0.%3 NO-0.5) »0-0.73 NO-0.5? 10-0.68 H0-0.73 MC-0.54

- - ND-). 6 - - ND-0.58 - - - - ND-0.€5
ND-306 ND-143 ND-85.6 - ND-1€70 - - - - - -
3.8.26.2 2.0-23.9 3.5-37.2 3.3-6.0 4,49 ND-6.8 ND- 108 1.5-12.7 3.5-15.3 ND-23.3 2.7-10.9
7.1-200 NO-£7.2 4,90-43.% 2.9-).2 W0-13.} - NO-11.6 - Hp-3. 1 ND-).4 NO-31.10

(*) - Dragun, J., 1988.
(1) ~ Conner, J. J. and H. T, Shacklette, 197S.




TABLE 4

CONCENTRATION RANGES OF VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS
IN GROUNDWATER BY AREA AT THE CLAREMONT SITE
Rounds ! & 2 Combined .

Safe Drinking NYS Ambient Water Site Viclnity T Landlitiy
Water Act HY$ DOH Quality Criteria - Upgradient snd Oowngradient off-Site

Compound MO\ (uarl) ™ royn vuhw__w;mm__.um_uuum
et.' '_u’_" - S0 - ND-2 NOD-540 ND-710
B nzene S S NO ND ND-60 nO-24
C. rhon Disulfide - 50 - e ND ND-0.2 ND-4
C! larobengene - -] 20( ) ND ND-0. 4 ' ND-19
Ci-loroettane - s - ND ND-0.8 ND-7
C ‘arofc o - 100( ! 109, N ND-) 0-9.2
2 L=Qigh - s so'*) NO NO-17 ND-12
' «g-_g;;;;ouemm 3 g g.s' (!, o ho-§ -2
i e : sl - o 243
g’ m,é-z-mmm - ;:,’" Zot°) g-z.o ro-6 o] )
I: yrachl. coethene - s 0. l!" NO-0.8 NO-1300 M0-3.0
Tcluene - s so(,; “0 N-2 N0-0.4
[ial delenes : H s01°) " "o-830 Vg
1.1,0-Tr.chloroethane 200 S 50(*! n0-9.2 NO-100 n0-0.6
Irichleroathene S S 10 ND-0.3 ND-260 n0-0.6
Vinyl Chigride H 2 2 1] NO-7 ND-4
(HO) Not detected.

("} Guidance valve.
(1) Applies to sum of trihalomethanes.
(-) Standard currently not available.

—_  Underlined compounds were faound in concentrations esceeding the Federal or New York State Masximum Concenlration Levels (MCLs) or dmbient Water
Quality Criteria (AWQC),

2 34%

-




TABLE &

CONCENTRATION RANGES OF SEMI VOLATILE ORGANICS
AND PESTICLOES IN GROUNDWATER BY AREA
Reunds | & 2 Combined

Safe Drinking NYS Amhignt Mater Site Vicinity Landfitly/

Mater Act NYS DO . Quatity Criteria - Upgradient and Oowngradient OFf-Site

Compayt & 1 GA_Grouyndwater (ug/1) ug!l; {ua/}) Mells fug/l) _ _  Plyme Wells (ug/})
Semivolatiles : ’
Benzolc Acid - 50 - NO ND-S ND
Bis(2-+ ihythe. yH)phthalate - 4200 200 NO-88 H0-92 np-27
e 1P 3 R e o s

schigron . -
V,2-0i- algrot :’z!mo - 5 4.([” MO Mo ND-)
ouuamm. te - S0 so!”} N ND-2 n0-2
0i-n-butyiphthalate - 70 LU I L] NO-3 NO
Flyorat Lhene - 50 0 ”}‘ ) no L] . NO-6
2 orath: Tneohthal - ] % o e "o

naphthalene - “ e -

mm:m: - 50 10!®) »o NO-5 1 NO-7
2-Nitr hanel, - S0 - w0 n0-13 o
Peniery iorach mol - 2 2 o os o
entacs ioroph no - . .
Phenzr.. e - 30 !:o‘ ) " o "4
Pyrene - 0 sof*) 0 N0 n0-$
Pestic e%
e : 2 2 3 B I

. - »
Heptacaler . () O ] NO NO-0.047
(ND) Mot detected.
(*)  Geidance value.
(1)  Applies to sum of para (1,4) and orthe (1,2) isomers only.
{-) Standard currently not availadle.

PERY L

Undertined compounds were found in concentrations exceeding tha Federal or New York State Maximum Concentration Levels (M(Ls) or Asbisnt Water

Quality Criteria (AWQC).
compounds found above MCLS/AVOC in Landfill Plume wells only.
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Safe Orinking

TABLE 4

CONCENTRATION RANGES OF TOTAL METALS
IN GROUMDMATER BY ARFA
Rounds 1 & 2 Combined

HYS Ambient Water

Site Vicinity and

Landfi11/071-Site

W A -
wen E‘It..:v ct 0‘::;;! C;i!:rh "UpIudlen{. ?'MQFO“O?; P::;QAHQL[IS
Atusinum {AY) - - ND-4),700 ND-50, 800 NO-8, 400
Antimony (Sb) - 3"y ) NO-82.2 ND-36.4
Arsenic (As) 50 25 ND-21.3 ND-29.7 ND-54.7
Bariva (Ba) 1000 1000 46.2-305% ND-310 27.2-15.2
Beryllium (Be) - ) NO-6.6 "D-19.9 nD-2.4
Caduium (CH) 10 10 ND-4.9 NO-10.1 NO-4.2
Calcium (Ca) - - 37,600-72,100 ND-9S, 300 2,110-66,600
Chrouium (Cr) 50 0 ND-112 ND-159 ND-20.6
Coba't {Co) - - NO-45.8 ND-76.4 NO-15.3
Coppir (Cu) - 1000 ND-16S HOD-214 NO-43.8
tron (Fe) - 300 204-90,700 ND-374,000 79.1-83,200
Lead (PD) 50 25 NO-5S. 1 ND-464 ND-146
Magn.sive (Mg) - 35000( ") 6,910-15,800 038-16,100 8,580-32,000
Hanganese (Mn) - 300 218-549 12.6-2,900 80.2-3,130
Mercury (Mg) 2 2 NO ND-2.4 ND-1
Nick-V (Mi) - - ND-86.7 ND-92.7 ND-29
Pots-sium (K) - - 10,500-28,200 604-21,300 924-13,5000
Sel:  um (Se) 10 20 ND-3.2 ND-7 NO
Sodiuva (Na) - - 9.900-148,000 ND-93, 400 3,.900-274,000
That ium (T1) - ) ND-8.5 M-17.3 NO
Vana um (V) - - ND-46S ND-59% "-23.7
tine (2n) - 5000 30.2-650 NO-338 no-140
{°) - Guidance value.
{MO) - Note detected.
{~) - Mone currently availadle.
2449
! { \ ! ! < ( L L L L




SAMPLE 1.0,
LOCATION

viny! chleride
1,0-dichlaroethene
methylene chloride

acrptoniteile

chlorelorn

1.0, V=trichiorgathane
carbon tetrachleride

benzene
teluenee

1,2-dichlereethane
trichlerefveremthane

‘ » ‘ .z.‘" "‘""‘ .z .z-
trifloersethane

trichlioreethene
tetrachisrsethene

ethylbenzone
o= & p-xylene
o-uylene

iytfchnlanooo
prepylibenzene

J = estimated

{ E !

r

TABLE §
CLAREMEONT POLYCHEMICAL SITE

¢

AIR QUALLTY SAMPLING {CHARCOAL) RESULTS FOR VOLATILE ORGANICS (Pro)!

Ms154
Spill Area

({ A}
.
1.2¢
.
.4
8.7
.1
0.6v
1.8
.1
3.nm

0.3
2.9
a0
0. 5n
e
.10
0.7
0.

N - tentative fdentification

R - rejected

U ~ nen-detect due te presence in blank

2225k

CHsS193

Treatment
Basing

0.1
9.1
3. %
.1
<0.1
8.8
.1
0.0
2.4
0.1
2.4

9.3)
.1
.
9.00)
2.3
1.onJ
0.5
<8.1

CMS158
Downwind

8.1

<.
2.6v

<0.9

<0.4

4.6

.1
0.%
1.7

0.1
.m

0.30)
2.1
.60
0. 80
1.30)
0.6
.00
<.

CMs190
Upwind

0.}
<0.1
9. %
«@.!
.1
0.7
8.
L[]
r 8
.1
.

0.3
1.00)
2.1
0.6M)
1.00)
.9
.9
| R

CNS070
Hainten-
enance Room
0.1
<0.1

4.8
8.1
0.1

$.2v

0.1

0. 2u

1.6
.1

7.6R

.1
.20
.00
.40
1.6M
(KM
.80
.10

CNS 156
Hainten-
enance Room
.1
0.1

6.4
0.t
<0.1
0.2
.1

0.3

1.5
.1

LN

¢0.14) _
®m
.54
0L
L
.50
0.6M)
.




tete 3

CLAREMONT POLYCHENICAL SITE
ANALYTICAL RES\!I.YS OF AIR SAMPLES - (TENAX) VOLATILE ORGANICS

Concentration (ppb){1)

saeLE 1.0, il iz [} 14 13 §il
LOCATION Spil) Area Treatoent  Dewnwind  Upwind ~ Maintenance Matntenance
Gasins Room Roem

¥, 1-dichiarorthene 8oL 0L m L. oot ot
¥, V-dichlarcetipne DL o0t oL, oL L} o0t
1,2-dichTorsetieng (total) oot 8 L (& o, eoL
chlerelore 9.0680) ’m 0.0130) 0.0582) o0y 0.0258)
1,2-dVchlorsetiane oL soL oot ot soL eot
carbon tetrachioride N8 0.112) 0.0941) 0.117) ot oL
bromodichioromihane st BOL 8oL oL oL oot
1,2-d1chlorop™opane oL st L oL B oL
cis=1,3 dichlerspropene (Y s0L soL soL soL soL
trichloreethene R 1.12% 1.14n 0.4 0 v 0.1610
dibromechleromethone soL oL BDL soL 8oL 8ot
1,1, 2-trichieroethane 8oL oL aoL o0L ent. o0t
trans-1,3-dichisroprepene oL . 8 et oL sot
bremofera oL oL soL oL 8oL
2-hexnanene oL 8oL oL 0L oL oL
tetrachlersethene 3.4 1.768) 1.56) 1.54 0.1843 §.405)
1.1,2,2-tetrach i rogethene oL 8oL oL L BDL poL
chlorsbenzens ooL oL oL (8 oot 8oL
styrene 0.374) 0.243) .14 0.261) s.un 0.295)
Umj - :::::.:::oeuon Timit

v = non-detect due to presence in blank

R - rejected due to presence in blank

1 - values (including BOL) qualified as estimstes because u-ple holding Lime exceeded

2225K




B - ) [
{ { ( { < { i { 1 1 1 ( { { { { {
TABLE 6
CLAREMONT POLYCHEMICAL SITE '
ANALYTICAL RESULTS FROM WIPE SAMPLES IN THE PROCESS BUILDING — ORGANIC {ug/wipe)
. SONCENTRATION
. . crs crs (o 23 crs cPS cPS crs ({23 crs (4 2 crs crs
Sample WQg-1 ¥Pe9-2 WPDA-3 WPOG-4 WPQT-S WPRZ-6  WeRG-2  WPOG-B1  WPD6-9  WP0G-18 Wos-12
Location ) fFleor vall floor wal) Floor Hood Hood floor Nood wall floor
ND NOD NO ND
L]
Benzelc Actd $J
e 2
-a-But thalate
ﬂuotut‘n’: )
Pyreve W
bis 2-Eth Yhexy!)Phthalste 230 22 2400 1600 270 20 100 3000
Di- -Octy. Phthalate 1500
REST .CIDE/PCD

v spprexiaately 63 tnl wiped per sasple
D ot detaet
J = €stie: ced concentration




Samp . @

- Locatt..n

Phenel

Benzelc Acld
Di-n-tutyiphthalate
bis(2-x ‘ hexyl }Phthalate
Di-a-Octyl] Phihalate

PESTIC.DE/PCD

IABLE 6 {Cont*d.)

CLAREMONT POLYCHEMICAL SITE '
ANALYTIZAL RESULTS FROM WIPE SAMPLES IN THE PROCESS BUILDING - ORGANIC (ug/wipe)

1 apprexisstely 63 in2 wiped per sanple

ND Nut detected

J = Estimated concentration

CONCENTRATION
cPs (K43 crs ({43 crs (44 crs [ 43 [ 4.4 (403
) WPR4A-14  WPO2-1§  WPO2-16 = wol-19 weni-20 ¥Pe2-23
all Fleor sall vall fleor Vall floor Floor floor vall
ND
173 , 43)
599 24) ”
ne 52002 %) 1103 6100 3N 4200 6600 723
1308 1300 1300
Undetected
L ! \ ¢ ! A | ' & ( } § L\ {




( { L ¢ f < { ? { M < 1 . ( { r T i [
TARLE &
CLARCMONT POLVCHEMICAL SITE )
WW_MMM(MN'M)

A L s s FS (433 Egssm%gs' L L (133 cPS ({53 KL
Sample ¥o9-1  w09-2  web-) ves-4 Wo7-5 WrO)-6 WPOG-7  WPOG-8  WPD6-9  WPD6-10 WPOS-1) = WPp4-14
Loc:tion Valt floer wal? Fleor Vall Floer Hood * Hond floor Hood vall floor wanl Fleor
Alunimum 114.0 20%0.0 N0 8900.00 1190.0J 224.9 1080.0 42,200.0 7%.9 327.0 3280.0 117.0 $210.0
Antimony . 2.0 59.6 5.8 19.3) 59.4 Q.0 183.0 12.00 182.0
Arsenie .98 4.3 8.1 7.0 ) 8.5 1.3 1.68
Sarium 79.00 549,09 2100.03 11080.0 7.3 11.08 39.683 747.0) $.58 104.02 807.02 28.38) 4020.0)
Seryliium 0.608 0.74)
Codnlum "n.e 406.¢ 590.0 S.0 4.0 2.9 196.0 1.5 1.9 585.0 4.6 1070.0
Caletlum 2500.9 7340.9 4900.8 18,300.0 3290.0 16,200.0 $130.0 9380.0 499%.0
Chromivm 172.0 15.3 566.9 4.6 9.7 5.2 486.01 20.4 $34.0 $940.0 2.8 1570.0
Cebalt 1.9 1.6 10.9 6.68
Copper b X 1640.0 519.0 1040.0 1290 438.0 1760.9 1960.0 201.0 253.0 Ino.o 18¢.0 1570.0
Jren 9200.0 1010.0 65,600.0 395.0 102.0 980.0 135,000 611.0 67,400.0 194.0 20,900.0
Lead ) 4.2 1600.9 9.6 0N.0 16.00 7.3 12L.0 1810.9 9.1 2410.0 -29,900.0 112.0 6100.0
Magnesium 210.00 1600.0 293.08 413%8.0) 215.00 133.08 764.08 2970.% 191.08 246.00 1200.0 100.0 1860.0
Manganese 4.4) 9.2 15.8 443.0) 3.9 3.0 "3 709.0 2.0 .3 432.0 4.5 140.0
Mercury 0.62 0.68
Nickel 5.4 12.4 " 91.13 9.9 22.00
Petassium 2m.os 1290.6 474.08 3000.9 €56.08 245.00 384.00 2630.0 201.08 294,08 13400.0 338.08  36%9.0
Selunium 0.608
Sther
Sediwm 30,400.¢0
™haitium
Vanualium 13.0 0.4 21.6 8.08
Iinc 06.0 38,400.0 17,700.0 3610.0 719.0 23,000.0 1230.0 21.0 1430.0 931.0

2269

929.0




ABLE 6 (Coent'd)

. 1
ANALY 1 L4 oy - (vg/wipe)!
CONCENTR

PSP crs {3 UM tPs s cPS S
Sample wPp2-1% veoR-16 wrQ2-1? vpo1-19 wP01-20 wP03-21 wPo3-22 wP03-23
Location valy vatt Floor val floor floor Floor van
Aluminum 77.6 51.0 6300.0 294.0 1840.0 1740.0 1590.0 on.o
Antimony 15.0) 10.2 n4.0 25.79 28.1) 2.1
Arsenic 4.3 2.0 13.2) 4.0 2.3
Sarium 8.1 8.7 1120.00 7.4 . 96.4) 339.00 2715.09 147.03
Bery)livm 0.8®
Cadmium 13.0 5.4 397.0 3.0 9.4 82.2 0.3 s.6
Calcium 13,000.0 3290.0 8970.0 4670.0 4120.0 5650.0
Chromium 30.9 18.6 1650.0 29.4 123.0 264.0 250.0 73.6
Cobalt 7.58 :
Copper 54.2 1.6 $030.0 3.0 154.0 1100.0 1140.0 1500.0
fron 270.0 167.0 32,100.0 440.0 4190.9 17,900.0 15,200.0  1370.0
Lead 368.0) 203.0 12,400.0 162.0 $23.0 1220.0 1200.0 357.0
Magnesium 427.08 307.08 4030.0 300.08 947.00 740.08 644.00 903.08
Manganese 2.3 2.08 242.0 8.4 28.0 92.7 86.3 1.3
Mercury 0.5% .1
Nickel 4.6 23.9) 8.08 " 8.08
Potassivm 225.08 202.08 27,%00.8 294.00 2560.0 905.08 564.08 520.08
Selenium
Stiver
Sodium ‘ 149,000
hatlium '
Vanadtum 19.0 rLn 5.9 7.20 3.48
Zine ' 4420.0 107.0 138.0 1270.0 1280.0 454.0

! Appronimately 138 in? wiped per sample.
§ -~ The concentration Yisted 13 below the analysis required detection 1imit but above the instrument detetum imit,
J - Estimated concentration, :
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Table 7

- Summary of Indicator Chemicals in
Sarpled Matrices at Claremont Polychemical Site

Antimorny
Azsenic
Barium
Benzene
Benzoic Acid
Beryllium

Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate

Butyl benzyl phthalate
Ca2dmium

Chlorobenzene
Chloroethane?d
Chloroform

Chromium

Cobalt(s)

Copper
1,2-Dichlorobenzene(2)

1,4-Dichlorobenzene(3)
l1,1-Dichlosoethane
l,1-Dichloroethene
l,2~Dichloroethane
Diethylphthalate
Di-n-dutvyiphthalote
Di-n-octyl-phthalate(?)
Ethylbenzene
Iron
Iscghcrone
Lead
Manganese
Mercury
Nickel
PAHS ~ Naphthalene

-~ DBenzo{a)pyzene

Pentachlorophencl

Pesticides - 4,4°-DDT
4,4°-pDD
4,4°'-DDE(3)
Alphis-BHC

Phenol

Selexium

Tetzachioroethene

Thalium

Toluene

Trans-i,2-Dichicroethene(d)

Trichloroethene
Varagium

.
s .

Selectes chemical
Nct selec:ted az a
Nc Toxigcity data

Building

~Rpat. SRl

¢f petential concern
chemical of potentisl concern

Glaungwaes
X

«e

&

L
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X
X
X

X

>

4034 D 4 1 M g

-t

R

X

R R T R VRV R PR



Table 8

CLAREMONT POLYCHEMICAL SITE

SUMMARY OF EXPOSURE PATIMAYS UNDER CURRENT AND FUTURE LAND USE

Exposure Medivw/
—~Scthaeie

V. Present Land Ase
AMr
Sel)
Grovndwater
2. Uulare Lland Use
A. On-Site
Alr
Sullding
Soll

Groundwater

0. 0ff-Site

Ay
Set}
Groundwvater

Exposure_Pathway

inhalation of Velatiles
Inhalation of Fugitive Dust
Incidenta) Ingestien

Inhalation of Volatitles
fnhalation of dust

Inhalation of Fugitive Oust
Oermal contact
Ingestion

Inhalation of Velatiles vhile
shewering

Dermal contact while shewering
{agestion

Inhatation of Velatiles
Inhalation of Fugitive Dust

Inhalation of Velatiles while
shewering

Dermal contact wvhile shewering
Ingestion

Potentially Expesed '
—fopuiation_ _ _

Residents, workers, studenis
Resldents, uor‘erl. students

Resldents, workers, students

Residentls, construction werkers
Workers inside bullding

Residents, construction werkers
Restdents, construction werkers
Residents, censtruction werkers

Residents

Residents, workers
Reatdents, workers
Restdents

Residents
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Table 9
Toxicity Data for Non-Carcinogenic Effects
Dose Response Evaluation (a)

3 P
Oral RID Inhalation R1D
Chenicol Neme (oq/kq-dey) (mp/ky-doy)
volatiles:
Sentene . .
ﬂ'lmm 3-”'“ 5.”'03
Chiersform 1.00¢-02 [ ]
1,1-Dichlioroethane 1.008-0) 1.008-09
1,2-Dichloreethane - .
1,1-pichloroethene 9.00¢-03 ]
Ethylbenaone 1.00¢-01 »
Tolvene 3.008-91 1.008+00
Tetrachloroethene 1.008-02 ]
1,1, V-1richloroethane 9.008-02 3.008-01
Trichioresthens . -
Virnyl Chieride . -
'vlm zcm‘“ 4.008-01
Semivelatiles:
Seuoic Acid 4.008+00 [ ]
1sopherene 2.008-01 o
Pentachiorephenol 3.00¢-02 w
Phenol 6.008-01 »
Senze(a)pyrene . - .
Saphthalone 4.008-91 »
is(2-ethythenyl Jphthalote 2.008-02 o
Sutyl benayl phthalate 2.00¢-01 ]
Di-n-bantylphtholste 1.008-81 »
Dinthyiphtholate §.00¢-01 »
Pesticides:
Alphs BC §.008-0¢ »
£,4°-007 $.008-06 »
Inorgenics:
Ant isony 4.008-04 »
Arsenic ’ 1.00¢-03 -
Beriwm $.00¢ -82 1.006-04
Cothium 1#2-83 (foedl) w
SE-0¢ (water) »n
Chramium (V1) $.00¢-03 »
Copper (a)° 3. 7¢-02 1.008-02
* ‘w.. ‘q"'“ '
Nangensse 2.00¢-91 3.008-04
Rercwy 3.008-04 »
Nickel 2.00%-02 -
selenivn 3.008-43 1.008-03
vensdium 7.00¢-03 »
lfl‘ l.“'.\ »

() Nesith Eftects Assessment Sumery Tables - Second snd Third Suerters. YSEPA, 1909,

(0)° Colculated frem the current drinking weter stonderd of 1.3 wg/l sssuming en ingestion of 2.8 (/dey for & 70 kg persen.

002 A tentative velue ves computed by the USEPA uging the pr

ond & reference drinkin rete of 3.0 Vyery LUSERN, 1006b). opoted Mstionel Drinking Wnter Standerd of S up/l (USEPA, 1988)



Table i0

Claremont Polychemical Site

Summary of Human Non-cancer

Risk Estimates

- Hazaed Index fer
r fféarts
Maxisum
Average Plausidle fredominant

Lappsure Pathway Lase Lase £
Lurrent Land Use Condilians
Inhalation of air 0.8 3.2 PCE
Inhatation of seil — —— —
Ingestion of Groundwater '] .7 —

Tetal 1.? 4.1"

r fol3 {

Inhalation of air . 0.4 V.62 pce
Inhatation of Fugitive Dust — — —
Ingestion of greundwater 8.7 n/a 4]
Dermal adserption of groundwater — —— —
Iahalation of Groundwater Yolatiles 4 tiza —

Total 10 1

31 A itt

tahalation of air 0.8 J.2¢ e
fagestion of sail 0.1% 0.%0 —
Dermal adsorption of soil 0.0 0.16 —
Inhalation of Fugitive Dust — — —
Ingestion of groundwater 15.2 N/a Sh, TL, PCE
Oerma! adsorption of groundwater — 0.4t —e—
innalation of Groundwatler Yelatiles 2.83 N3 (%4

Tatal 19 3
r [ ilding o
{nhalation of resuspended byilding 11«2 2.378.02 Sarivm, iron,

dust

M3 vt dralted

* for the N2 walues, the 4+0733¢ 3¢ wal uied

WNganess. Cadmium,
copser, BER?

Mo cneeicaly @ith yp gpgve 1 aadiar ta0al rish or UL is belaw 23rger 1ouat



- Table 11

Toxicity Data For Carcinogenic Effects
Dose Response Evaluation (a)

e
Carcinogens: Cancer Potency Fecters .
. Oral CPF Veight of Irhslation DF lni'M of

~ Chemicsl Neme ) (mg/kg-day) -1  Evidence ¢ ). Eviderne

tatiles:
v Senzene 2.908-02 A 2.908-02 A
Chlgrobentene . - * *

hd Ohlorsforn 6.10¢-03 [+ 8.%08-02 (1]
1,1-Dichloresthane 9.108-02 ” » w0
1,2-0ichioresthene 9.108-02 [ H 9.108-02 82

‘ : . 1,1-Dichiorsethene 6.908-01 ¢ 'J?‘“ ¢

- . Ethylbenzene . . : :
Telvens ° .

Tetrachiersathens $.108-02 | H . 3.30¢-03 ”
«trichlorsethane . - ° *
i Hichtorvethars 1.108-02 . 2 1.300-02 n
Vinyl Chleride 2.308+00 f z.!l.l-ll f
Semivelatiles: ) -
— Senzeic Aci . . - v
1sephorene 6.10¢-03 t » c
Pentachiorephensl i 0 - (]
Phorel . . -

- _ Senzo(s)pyrene (b) 1.15¢+01 n 6.102+00 L H)
Naphthalene . 4 « -
815(2-sthyihenyl Jphthatate 1.40E-02 82 w 82
Sutyl benzyl phthelaste » c » .

-~ ' Di-n-butylphthelate © » [ °
Diethylphthalate L » » 0

: Pesticides:

‘,‘..“‘ ’-‘“'., '3 ,-""' .z
inorgenics:

' Ant imony ’ . . .

NN Arsenic 1.505+00 ¢») [ 5.008+01 A
W‘Q- - - - -
Soryllium [ 2 8.4608°08 a2

. Caomium - - 6. 08+00 | L)

b el
Chromium (V1) [ . &, 10881 A
Copper - . . .
Lesd » - w V]

- Rangenese . . . .
Nercury . ) . .
nicket () o . 1. 70800 a
Selonium b - - -

P thet t hum e - - -
Yanedium hd - - -
2ine . . - -

CPA Ueight of Eviderce Classifications are a8 follows:

et . Grewp & - Wmen Corcinsgen. Sufficlent evidence feam epidemielegic studies te nuppert o csmal asseciation between expasure

ord cancar,

‘ Group 81 - Probadle tmen Corcinogen. Limited evidence of cercinsgenicity In Mmmens frem epidomiological stufies.

_ Growp 82 - Probeble Mumen Corcinogen. Sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in snimsls. Inedequete evidence of

carcinogenizi- - in yrres.
Group C - Pessible ¥uman Carcinegen. Limited eviderze of carcinogenicity in animsls.
ir-p D < Not Clessified. Inadequete evidence of carﬂmmtclty in snimsls,

TNz, Sffe.: ABBasSuUEEMT v mepy Toh{cx C oee - cwe  «saDA, (689,
- ul' Colculated fron the current drinking weter stendard of 1.3 -all sssuming en ingestion of 2.0 t/dey fer & 70 kg persen.
© (b)Y integrsted Rigk informatien System, 1987,
{c) The CPF represents the nickel subsulfide form of the chemical.

/



Table 12
Claremont Polychemical Site

Summary of Cancer Risk Estimates

Ezposure Pathway

[ ol 4]

lahalation of air
Inhalation of sei)
lagestion of Groundwater

Total
Eutyre Off=Site Land Use Conditions

fnhalation of air

Inhalatien of Fugitive Dust

Ingestion of groundwater

Oermal adsorplion of groundwaler
Inhalation of Groundwatar Yolatiles

Tota)

tur -;

Inhalation of air
Ingestion ¢f soil
Oermal adsarption of soil

Innalation of Fugitive Dust

Ingestion ef groundwater

Derma) 203gration af groundwatere
Inhaistion of vroundwatar Yolatiles

fatal

future Building Use

iaralation af resuspended duilding

dus?

————fntss Lifetine Cancer Rigk

Avarage Naziom Predominant

Casze i icals

1.84E-08 1.208-06 TCE, PCE

1.05€-09 9.486-08 —

42208 19D} —

1.88E-06 1.60£-0%

1.84£-08 1.38€-0% IS8, PCE

2.07€=10 7.07¢-09 —— e

9.59£-06 J.208-05 PCE, BEHP

4.%7€-09 2.248-08 p——

L11£-06 ,206=96 PCE

1.20E-0% $.0€-05

3.93)E-06 5.83€-05 TCE, PCE

1.73E-07 1.20€-06 P

1.23£-08 4.026~07 —

2.07€=10 7.078-09 —

1.36E-04 4.83¢-04 as, PCE,
Viayl Chloride, 1,1-0CE,

. ICE. 1.1-0Ca

1.338-17 J.608-06 Benzane

4.36E-9% 1.458-04 1,.1=DCE, Yinylchloride
PCE, TTE, 1,1-2Ca
Senzene, 1,2,-0Ca,
fhigraform

18408 6.£1€-06

2.37¢E <04 $.09E-03 Cadmium, arsanic, anickel,

lemm): No che@icgdg with canier risk 2bove ! o 1078

N4 avt sl pzad

* for the M. 3 values, the 244r1Ge Cite w43 4ted

RENP, beryllium



Table 13. List of Applicable or Relevant and Appropriste Requirerisns (ARARS) for the Selected

SOLs
Beguistory Lovel

Federal

GROUNDWATER
Federal
State

Description

National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Hazardous Air
Politants (NAAQS)

40 CFR 52

RCRA - Land Disposal Restrictions (40 CFR 268)

RCRA - Standards Applicable to Transport of Hazardous
Waste (CFR 263.11, 263.20-21

and 263.30-31)

RCRA - Standards for Owners/Operators of Permitted
Hazardous Waste Facilities (40 CFR 264.10-264.18)

RCRA - Preparedness and Prevention (40 CFR 264.10-
264.18)

RCRA - Contingency Plan and Emergency Procedures (40
CFR 264.50-264.56) '

DOT - Rules for Transportation of Hazardous Materials (49
CFR Parts 107, 171.1-172.558)

New York Hazardous Waste Man¥est System Rules (6
NYCRR 372)

New York Hazardous Wasts Treatment Storage and Disposal

SDWA Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs)
Groundwater Quality Reguiations (8 NYCRR Part 703.5)
Drinking Water Standards (10 NYCRR Part 5)

OSHA - Safety and Heakh Standards (29 CFR 1926)

(29 CFR 1904)
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1927198 Index Docusent Nusber Order
CLARENONT POLYCHEMICAL Documents

Page: |

Docuaent Nusber: CLR-881-888: To 8151 Date: 87/81/%98
Title: Braft Final Reaedial Investigation Report: Claresont Polychesical Site, Voluse ! of &: Sections
1, 2and 3
Type: PLAN

Conditien: DRAFT
Muthor: Nivargikar, Rao: Ebasco Services
Retipient: none: US EPA

Docusent Nusber: CLR-881-8152 To 8334 Date: 07/81/98
Title: Draft Final Reardial Investigation Report Claresont Polychesical Site, Voluse 2 of 6: Sections
$ang §
Tyoe: PLAN

Condition: DRAFT
duthor: none: Ebasco Services
fecipient: none: US EPA

Docucert Nusber: CLR-B2:-27S7 To 9357 Date: 87/01/99

Title: Draft Final Ramedial Investigation Report, Clareaont Polycheaical Site, Voluse 3 of 6: Sections
&, 7 and References

Type: PLAN
Condition: DRAST
Author: none: Ebasco Services
Recipient: nore: US EPA

Docusent Nusber: CLR-§01-0358 Ta 8843 Date: 07/81/98
Title: Draft Final Resedial lavestigation Report, Claresont Polychemical Site, Voluse 4 of &: Appendices
-4
Type: PLAN

Condition: DRAFT
Author: mone: Ebasco Services
Recipient: none: US EPA

~ s
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02N Index Docusent Nuber Order - - Fage: 2
CLARENONT POLYCHENICAL Docusents

Docusent Kusber: CLR-881-884¢ To 1089 ' Date: 87/81/90
Title: Draft Final Resedial Investigation Report, Claresont Polychesical Site, Voluse $ of b: Appendices
-t
Tyoe: PLAN

Condition: DRAFT
Autnor: nome: Edasco Services
Recipient: none: US EPA

Docusent Nuaber: CLR-881-1898 To 1440 Date: 87/81/94

Title: Draft Final Resedia. Investigation Revort, Claresont Polychesical Site, Voluse b of 6: Chesical
Results Appeacices

Tyae: FLAN
Condition: DRAFT
_ huthor: none: Ebasco Services
Recipient: none; US EPA

Docusent Numcer: CLR-88i-146: To 1914 Date: #7/81/99
Title: Draft Sina} Seasidility Study Recort - Clareaont Polvenesizal Site

Tyse: PLAN
tongizaon: DFRST »
Author: Nivarciiar, Rao: Ebascc Services

Recapient: none: US EPA

Docusent Nusber: CLR-881-1913 To 1929 Date: 08/01/98
Title: Superfunc Proposed Plan ~ Claremont Polychesica: Site
Type: PLAN

Author: none: US EPA
Recipient: none: none



09727190 Index Docusent Nusber Crder Page: 3
CLAREMONT POLYCHENICAL Doceaents

Docusent Nusber: tLR-IIi-l'!I To 1931 Bate: €8/29/9

Title: (Letter advising of concurrence with proposed resedial action alternatives for Claresont Polychesica!
site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: 0°Toole, Michael J Jr: NY Dept of Environsental Conservation

Recipient: Caspe, Richard L: U5 EPA

Dacusent Musber: CLR-881-1932 To 1993 Date: 09/22/89

Title: Declaration for the Record of Decision and Decision Susaary - Claresont Polycheaical Site
Cperabie Unit !

Type: LEGAL DOCUMENT
Author: Muszynsii, Nillias J: US EPA
Rezipient: none: none
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-
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation ,
S0 Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233 -7010 o
Thomas C. Jotiing
Commissioner -~
Mr. Richard L. Caspe, P.E.
Director ~J
Emergency & Remedial Response Division .
. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency SEP 2 4 1890
Region II
26 Federal Plaza -
New York, NY 10278
Dear Mr. Caspe: ‘J
Re: Claremont Polychemical Site - ID. No. 130015
01d Bethpage, Nassau County, New York —

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) has
reviewed the draft Operable Unit One Declaration for the Record of Decision
{ROD) for the above-referenced site. The NYSDEC concurs with the selected -~

remedies which include:

1. Alternative SC-4, Contaminated Soils - Excavation of approximately
1600 cubic yards of contaminated soil, on-site Low Tamperature Enhanced

Volatilization and on-site redeposition.

2. Alternative 6W-38, Groundwater - Extraction of 1.0 mgd of contaminated -
groundwater, followed by treatment (metal precipitation, air stripping
and carbon adsorption) and reinjection of the treated water into the

aquifer.

3. Alternative BD-2 - Building decontamination and off-site treatment/
disposal of collected dust, asbestos insulation, and contaminated water

from the floor drains and condensers. N

4. Alternative T-2, Underground Storage Tanks: Removal and Off-Site
‘Treatwent/Disposal - This alternative includes excavation of overburden
sofl, pumping of the tank contents, tank cleaning, removal of tanks and ~
appurtenant equipment, off-site disposal/treatment of tanks, equipment
and liquid waste, and backfilling with clean soil.

If you have any questions, please call Mr. Kamal Gupta, of my staff, at
(518) 457-3976.

Sincerely,

Edw. 0. van
Deputy Commissioner

cc: C. Ramos, USEPA, Region Il
R. Tramontano, NYSDOH
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

Claremont Polychemical 8ite
014 Bethpage, Nassau County
dew York

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) held a public
comment period from August 25, 1990 through September 25, 1990 to
receive comments from interested parties on the final Remedial
Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) reports and Proposed
Plan for the Claremont Polychemical Superfund Site (Site).

A public participation meeting was conducted by EPA on

September 5, 1990 at the 0la Bethpage Village Restoration, 0ld
Bethpage, New York to discuss the remedial alternatives, to
present EPA's preferred alternative for the remediation of the
site, and to provide an opportunity for the interested parties to
present oral comments and guestions to EPA.

This responsiveness summary provides a synopsis of citizen's
comments and concerns about the Site as raised during the public
comment period, and EPA's responses to those comments. All
comments summarized in this document were factored into EPA's
final decision for selection of the remedial activities for
cleanup of the Claremont Polychemical Site.

This responsiveness summary is divided into the following
sections:

I. Responsiveness Summary Overview. This section briefly
describes the background of the Claremont Polychemical
Site and outlines the proposed alternatives.

Ix. Background on Community Involvement and Copncerns. This
section provides a brief history of community interests
and concerns regarding the Claremont Polychemical Site.

III.

B N
. This
section summarizes comments submitted to EPA at the
public meeting and during the comment period and
provides EPA's responses to these comments.

IV. - Appendices. This section includes a copy of the agenda
for the public meeting (Appendix A), Proposed Plan
(Appendix B), public meeting sign-in sheet (Appendix
C), and the overhead transparencies used at the public
meeting (Appendix D).
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b RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY OVERVIEW

Site Background

The Claremont Polychemical Site is an abandoned production
facility located in central Long Island, in the community of oOlad
Bethpage, Town of Oyster Bay, Nassau County, New York. The
facility is situated in an area comprised of light industrial,
commercial and institutional properties (Oyster Bay Solid Waste
Disposal Complex, SUNY Agricultural and Technical College at Far-
mingdale, and Bethpage State Park). The Suffolk County line is
approximately 800 feet esast of the Site.

In 1985, 0l1d Bethpage had a population of 5,881 persons and
Oyster Bay had a population of 305,750 persons, according to the
Current Population Report (U.S. Bureau of Census, 1987). The
closest residences are approximately half a mile awvay on the west
side of the landfill. The closest public supply well is located
3,500 feet northwest of the Site. '

The Site occupies approximately 9.5 acres on which a 35,000
sguare foot, one story, concrete building is located. Other
features include: treatment basins, aboveground tanks,
und;rqround tanks, leaching basins, dry wells, and water supply
vells.

From 1968 until its closure in 1980, Claremont Polychemical
manufactured inks and pigments for plastics, coated metallic
flakes, and vinyl stabilizers. The principal wastes generated
were organic solvents, resins, and wash wastes (mineral spirits).

Concern for contamination was linked to a discovery in 1979 by
the Nassau County Department of Health (NCDOH) of 2,000 to 3,000
drums scattered throughout the Site, some uncovered and others
leaking. By September 1980 most of the drums were sorted and
either removed from the Site or reused in the plant. Some of the
material was burned in the plant's boiler. NCDOH inspectors
noted at the time that an area east of the building (spill area)
vas contaminated with organic solvents as a result of accidental
and/or incidental spills and discharges. A subsegquent removal
action by the property owners, in 1980, excavated the upper ten

-feet of a seventy-five foot by seventy-five foot area. The

excavated material was placed on a plastic liner. Over the years,
this liner degraded and no longer is an impermeable layer.
Groundwater samples from a monitoring well installed at the time
indicated the presence of groundwater contamination directly
under the Site. - .

Claremont Polychemical and its affiliated companies entered into
receivership in 1980. In 1983, Woodward-Clyde Consultants, under
the direction of the New York State Department of Environmental

Conservation, conducted a preliminary investigation of the Site.
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In 1984, Velzy Associates conducted a limited study of the Site
for the property owners. Additional work was performed by C.A.
Rich Consultants. For the last four to five years two tenant
businesses have been operating at the Site.

The Claremont Polychemical Site was first proposed for inclusion
on the National Priorities List (NPL) in October 1984 and
received a final listing status in June 1986. On December 4,
1987, EPA issued a special notice letter to Mr. Walter Neitlich
(Claremont Polychemical Officer) requesting a good faith offer to
undertake or finance the remedial investigation and feasibility
study. No response vas received from Mr. Neitlich or from the
company. In March 1988 EPA obligated funds and started a
comprehensive RI/FS for the first opsrable unit.

A preliminary evaluation by EPA in July 1988 revealed the
presence of hazardous waste held in containers (e.g. drums) and
other holding units (treatment basins, aboveground tanks, and a
sunp). In September 1988, EPA performed work consisting of the
overpacking and/or stabilization of deteriorated containers and
holding units. A second operable unit RI/FS (OU-II) dealing with
the ultimate disposal of the above mentioned hazardous wastes was
completed by EPA in July 1989. The Record of Decision for OU-II
was issued in September 1989. The selected remedy is currently
being implemented and consists of compatibility testing,
bulking/consoclidation, and treatment/disposal of the wastes at
off-site, EPA-approved, treatment facilities.

'wmmmm;m
The remedial alternatives considered for the Claremont
Polychemical Site are described in the RI/FPS and Proposed Plan

for this operable unit (referred to as operable unit one). Those
alternatives considered are detailed below:

Remedial Alternatives for Contaminated soils (8C)

©0 SC-1 No Further Action

o scza Excavation/Off-Site Incineration/Backfill with Clean
Soil v

o SC-4 Excavation/low Temperature Enhanced Volatilization/on-
Site Redeposition

o0 SC-5 In-Situ Vacuum Extraction

ncnodial Alternatives for Contaminated Groundwater (GW)

© GW-1 No Further Action

° Gwsz Pumping/Air Stripping/Reinjection; Site Boundary (0.2
ngd)

o GW~-3A Pumping/Air Stripping/Reinjection; Leading Edge of
Plume (1.9 mgd)

e
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© GW-3B Pumping/Air stripping/Reinjection; Site Boundary and
Downgradient (1.0 mgd)

© GW-5A Pumping/UV-Chemical Oxidation/Reinjection; Leading Edge
of Plume (1.9 mgd)

o GW~5B Pumping/UV-Chemical Oxidation/Reinjection; Site
Boundary and Downgradient (1.0 mgd)

Remedial Alternatives for Building (BD)

0 BD-1 No Purther Action
© BD-2 Building Decontamination/Waste Treatment and Disposal

Remedial Alternatives for nndo:Qtpund Btorage Tanks (7)

© T-1 No Further Action
© T-2 Removal and Off-Site Disposal

EPA, with concurrence from the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation, chose a remedy which addresses the
principal threats posed by the Site through a combination of
source control alternatives -~ treatment of contaminated soils
(SC-4) and tank removal and treatment (T-2), with active
restoration of the groundwater (GW-3B), and building
decontamination (BD-2). Based on the current information, these
alternatives provide the bast protection of human health and the
environnent.

II. BACKGROUND OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

Community interest in the Claremont Polychemical Site has been
moderate throughout the RI/FS process and removal actions.
Locally, the comnmunity has been active at public meetings related
to various environmental problems associated with the 014
Bethpage Landfill Site (OBL), Liberty Industrial Finishing Site,
and the Nassau County Fire Service Academy. Several remedial
activities are currently being conducted at the landfill,
including extraction and treatment of groundwater contamination.
The community ‘has been aware of the Claremont Polychemical Site
through newspaper articles, fact sheets, press rsleases, public
notices, and public information meetings. Organized groups
include the Citizens for Pure Water in South Farmingdale.

The major concern expressed by the community is migration of
contaminants through groundwater. Llocal officials and the public
in general have focused their concern on the potential for
groundwater contamination and the impact on the drinking water
supply wells located in the area.
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III. BUMMARY OF MAJOR QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING
TEE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND EPA'S RESPOMNSES

Comments raised during the public comment period for the
Claremont Polychemical Site are summarized below.

COMMENT: Local officials inquired about whether or not EPA
foresees any problems reinjecting the volume of groundwater to be
treated as part of the groundwater remedy.

RESPONSE: EPA does not foresee any technical problems related to
the reinjection of the treated groundwater into the aguifer. Our
current hydrogeological model indicates that the aquifer should
be able to assimilate this volume of water (1.0 million gallons
per day). Construction and operation of the proposed groundwater
reinjection wells is technically feasible at the Site. Normal
potential problems such as clogging of the well screens due to
suspended matter will be taken into account in the facility

design.

~

COMMENT: A resident asked whether a risk assessment has been
prepared which calculates the overall risk to the population
exposed to contaminated groundwater, not only from the Claremont
Polychemical Site, but from the combination of all Superfund
sites in the vicinity.

RESPONSE: The risk assessment developed by EPA for the Claremont
site addresses potential risk to human health and the environment
from exposure to the Claremont Polychemical Site-related
contamination only. Calculation of a "global or regional% risk
figure would be difficult to accomplish since relationships
between sources and exposed population would need to be
deternmined for a variety of sources. However, due to the
proximity of Claremont Polychemical with the 0ld Bethpage
Landfill (OBL), and the potential for overlapping plumes, the
risk calculated by EPA for exposure to groundwater at Claremont
Polychemical may be influenced by contamination from the
Landfill. Remediation of the Claremont Polychemical contaminant
plume takes into consideration the potential impact of remedial
activities taking place at OBL (i.e., groundwater extraction and
treatment) in order to restore the aquifer to its best potential
use.

COMMENT: A resident asked vhether the remedial action taken by
the company's owners in 1980 (i.e., excavation of soils and
placement on plastic liner), and the use of liners in general,
constitutes a good remedial action.

RESPONSE: It ig difficult to assess the effectiveness of the
1980 action, since air and groundwater monitoring was not

conducted concurrently with the action. Although liners are
effective in reducing the potential for soil contaminants to



"\/’

leach into the groundwater, they do not corntrol the spread of
leachate unless a collection system is in place. They also allow
for the volatilization of contaminants into the air phase without
treatment. Such releases are generally not acceptable to EPA or -
New York State. Generally speaking, liners without proper
controls are not standard EPA response techniques.

COMMENT: Concern was expressed about other sources of
groundwater contamination (e.g., the high number of Superfund
sites in the area), and how all these affect the groundwater
remediation.

RESPONSE: When EPA takes action at superfund sites, it takes
into account potential upgradient or off-site contributions to
the site groundwater contamination.

In other cases, EPA selected a remedy to address site
contamination which is followed by a second operable unit to
address remediation of an upgradient source, if one has been
identified. If a source has not been identified, EPA may conduct
a second operable unit investigation to assist in the
identification of an off-site source.

When EPA takes action at Superfund sites, it takes into account
potential upgradient or off-site contributions to the site
groundwater contamination. In the case of the Claremont
Polychemical Site, a great amount of communication and :
coordination has taken place between EPA and the Town of Oyster
Bay (which is in charge of remedial activities at OBL). The
groundwater remedy selected at Claremont Polychemical foresees a
close coordination between the remedial activities taking place
at both the OBL and Claremont Polychemical Sites.
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(‘ % UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

’ 26 FEDERAL PLAZA
NEW YORK. NEW YORK 10278

AGENDA
Public Mesting
Claremont Polychemical Superfund Site
014 Bethpage Village Restoration
014 Bethpage, New York

7:00 P.N.

I. Welcome & Introduction

II. Overview of Superfund

III. Remedial Investigation/
Feasibility sStudy and
Preferred Alternative

VI. Questions and Answvers

V. Closing

Cecilia Echols
Community Relations
Coordinator

U.S. EPA, Region 2

Douglas Garbarini
Chief, Eastern New York &
Caribbean Remedial Action

. Section

U.S. EPA, Region 2

Carlos R. Ramos

Remedjal Project Manager

Claremont Polychemical
Superfund Site

U.S. EPA, Region 2
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Superfund Proposed Plan -

Claremont Polychemical Site
Old Bethpage, Nassau County, New York

EPA
Reglon 2

August 1990

ANNOUNCEMENT OF PROPOSED PLAN

The Proposed Plan describes the remedial alternatives
considered for the Claremont Polychemical Supertund
sks and identilies the preferred remedial atemative
whh the rationale for this preference. The Proposed
Plan was developed by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) with support from the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC). EPA is issuing the Proposed Plan as part
of ks public participation responsibiiities under Section
117(s) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as
amended and Section 300.430(1) of the National
Contingency Plan (NCP). The alternatives summarized
hers are described in the remedial investigation and
feashility study (RIFS) for this operabie unit (referred
1o as operabls unit one in the RIFS), which should be
consulted for a more detailed description of all the
akematives.

This Proposed Plan-is being distributed to solich public
comments pertaining to all the remedial aternatives
evaluated, as wel as the preferred alternative.

v~ COMMUNITY ROLE IN SELECTION PROCESS

EPA and NYSDEC rely on public input to ensure that
the concerns of the community are considersd in
selecting an effective remedy for sach Supertund ske.
EPA has set a public comment period which concludes
on September 28, 1990. The public comment period
inciudes a public mesting 8t which EPA will presert the
RUFS Repon and the Proposed Plan, answer
questions, and accept both 073l and wilten: SomMe:ds.

A public mesting will be held in the auditorium of the
Oid Bethpage Vilage Rastoration, Round Swamp Road,
Oid Bethpage, New York on September S, 1990 at 7:00
p.m. to aliow EPA to present the conciusions of the
RIFS, to further slaborate on the preferred remetiial
alismeiive, a7 0 receive pudic wue.nments.

Documentation of the final remedy selection will be
presented in the ROD after consideration of all the
public comments. Comments will bs summarized in
the Responsivensss Summary Section of the Record of
Decision.

The administrative record Sile, which contains the
information upon which the selection of the
response action will be based, is avaliable at the
following location:

Tel. (516) $38-0077

Hours: Mon-Fri., 9:00 a.m 10 9:00 p.m.
Sat.,, 9:30 a.m. 10 5:30 p.m.
Sun,, 1:00 p.m. t0 9:00 p.m.

Dates %0 remember:
MARK YOUR CALENDAR

August 25 1o September 25, 1900
Public comment period on remedies

September S, 1990
Public mesiling at the Oid Bethpage
Restoration Auditorium, Oid Bethpage, New
York-at 7:00 p.m.
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SITE BACKGROUND

The Claremont Polychemical site is an abandoned
production facifity located in central Long fsiand, in the
community of Oid Bethpage, Town of Oyster Bay.
Nassau County, New York. The facility is situated in
an area comprised of light industrial, commercial and
institutional properties (Oyster Bay Solid Waste
Disposal Compiex, SUNY Agricutural and Technical
College at Farmingdale, and Bethpage State Park). The
Sufiolk County line is approximately 800 feet east of
the site.

The Site occupies approximately 9.5 acres on which a
35,000 square foot, one story, concrete building is
located (see Figure 1). Other festures include:
treatment basins, aboveground tanks, underground
tanks, leaching basins, dry wells, and water supply
wells.

From 1968 until its closure in 1980, Claremont Polych-
emical manudactured inks and pigments for plastics,
coated metallic Nlakes, and viny' stabilizers. The
principal wastes generated wers organic solvents,
resing, and wash wastes (minera1 spirits).

Concern for contamination was linked to 2 discovery

in 1979 by the Nassau County Department of Health
{NCDH) ot 2,000 to 3,000 drums were scattersd
throughout the Site; some uncovered and others
leaking. By September 1980 most of the drums were
soned and either removed from the site, or reused in
the plant. Some of the material was bumed in the
ptant's boiler. NCDH inspectors noted at the time that
an area east of the buillding (spill area) was

- conaminated with organic solvents as a result of

accidental and/or incidental spils and discharges. A
subsequert removal action, in 1980, excavated the
upper ten fost of 3 seventy-five foot by seventy-five foot
area. The excavated material was placed on a plastic
linar. Over the years, this liner has degraded and no
longer is an impsrmesbie lsyer. Groundwater samples
from a monitoring weil instalied at the time indicsted
the presence of groundwater contamination directly
under the site.

Claremont Polychemical and its affliiated companies
entered into receivership in 1960, in 1983, Woodward-
Clyde Consultants, under the direction of the New York
State Depanment of Environmental Conservation,
conducted a preliminary investiga:ion of the site. In
1984, Velzy Associstes conducted a fimited study of
the site for the property owners. Additicnal work was
performed by C.A. Rich Consuttants in response to0 a



request for information by the U.S. Bankoupt
' For the last four to five years two tenant businesses
} have been operating at the sie under the supsrvision
= of the Bankruptcy court.

-, A preliminary evaluation by EPA on July 1988 reveaied
- the presence of hazardous waste heid in containers
«.gdm)wmmmmsmmm
; aboveground tanks, and 3 sump). in September 1888,
\ EPAMomndwk

cy Count.

(
2

remedial alternatives 10 address the problem.

As discussed sbova, the second operable unit deals
\ only with the wastes heid in containers and hoiding
«  units. In September 1989, EPA decided to remove
these wastes and treat/dispose of the materials off-site.
This action, which inciudes the containers found inside
! umbm«.g. drums) and the wastes contained
=" inside the hoiding units (e.g. treaiment basins,
aboveground tanks), is currently ongoing.

' The overall objective of the remediation is t0 reducs
the concentrations of coraminants to levels which sre
protective of ‘human health and the environment. The
remady selectec will achieve this objective by:

0 S0l Tregtment. Treatment of the soll to remove

|

-

the mobile organic conamination will result in -
- . the elimination of a long-term sowrcs of
contamination ¢! the groundwater.
. ©  Groyndwyter Tregiment. Extraction and
A treatment of the contaminated groundwater will

contain the migration of the plume and in time
5 " will achieve Federal and State standards for the
— volatile organic contaminants.

o Removal of all
hazardous materials from the bullding wilt
eliminate any potertial risk 10 hutaan heakth
_and the environment, and will allow for
unvestricted use of the building in the future.

rasult in the elimination of the threat to human -
health and the environment from possible
contact with the wastes. Also will result in the
eradication of a long-term source of

groundwater contamination.
SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

" A baseline risk assessment was deveioped as part of

the remedial investigation for Claremont Polychemical.
The risk assessment evaluates the potential impacts on
human health and the envicohmernt ¥ the contamination
at the site is not remediated. This information is used
by EPA to make a determination as 10 whether
remediation of the sike may be required.

Two basic scenarios were deveioped basad on present
(industrial) and possibie future (residential) land uss at
the Site. Under both scenarios séveral pathways
(direct cortact, inhaistion and were
svaluated for sxposurs 10 surface and subsurface soils,
air, resuspended bullding dust, and ground water used
for drinking and domestic purposes. The populations
svaluated included on-site residents; ofi-site rasidents
(including studerts and recreational users); and
workers. Two estimates were developed,
comesponding 10 the maximum concerntration detected
or ‘worst cass scenario’ and 8 exposure
or ‘most reasonable case”. EPA considers risks in the
range of 10* 10 10° 10 be acoeptable. This risk range
can be intecpreted 10 mean thasn an individual may
have 2 one in ten thousand 1o 2 one in a milion
increased chante of bihg cancer &s result of
ske-reisted expisure 10 & carcinagen over a 70-year
:ammmospoc!cmmam

Based on the Ri report same of the contaminants of
concem are: (PCE) and bis(2-
WWMhﬂﬂi-
mmmhwm
chromium and copgiér In the bullding: and 2-butanone,
tolusne and bis{2-sthythexyf)phthaiste in the
underground storsge tanks.

I’k 's bassline >a7'angerment assessment indicates
thal the most significant public heakh risk results from




Maximumn Concentration of Selected
Contaminants Delected in Soll, T
Groundwater, Building and Underground
Tank Content '
CONCEN-
MATRIX COMPOUND  TYRATION
SO bis (2-sthythexy)) 2r
mg/Xg) - phthalate
tetrachiorosthene 26
tesd ]
GROUND 11,1 100
WATER trichiorosthans
g
wichioroethane 200
tstrachicrosthene 1,300
sthylbenzene 100
bis{2-athyhexyl) 50
phthelats .
chromium 159
BUILDING bis(2-ethylhaxyl) 7
{up/wipe) phihalate
cadmium n
chromium 1,103
coppet 24800
_ tead ) 2.974
TANKS 2-butanone 92,000
{mg/Kg)
toluens 2,800
xylens 3,800
bis(2-ethyihenyl 23,000
ohthalete
the ingestion of or, inhalation of
voistiles {e.g. whi:a showering), and the inhalation of
resuspended cust inside the building under the future

use scenario. Under the represeniative and worst-
case scenario, the lifetime excess cancer risk ol
drinking the on-site groundwater are 1.36 x 10 and
4.53 x 10, respectively. This indicates that an
individual has a one in ten thousand and, a five in ten
thousand chance of developing cancer as 8 resuk of
drinking this water. Similarly, the repressntative and
worst-case risk for people the on-sie
groundwater volatiles are 4.36 x 10* and 1.45 x 10°,
respectively. Under the representative-case scenario,
the potential excess cancer risk associsted with
exposure 19 rasuspended bul'ding dust is 2.37 x 107,
and 5.08 x 10? under the worse-case scenario. For

ingestion of off-ske groundwater the representative-
case risk is .59 x 10%; the worst-case risk is
3.20 x 10,

The risk assessment contains the conclusion that direct
exposure 10 site soils coas not represent a significant
risk to human heatth and the enviconment. However,
they do pose a signilicant indirect risk by being a
continuous source of groundwater contamination.
Contaminants in excess of Federal and State standards
were detected in the site groundwater plums. EPA
policies and reguistions allow remedial actions to be
taken whenever cross-media impacts result in the
exceedance of one or more Maximum Contaminant
Levels. Consaquently, soil remediation is warranted to
remove this continuous source of contamination into
the groundwater and expedite compliance with Federa!
and State grouncwater standards.

Actual or threatened releases ol hazardous substances
from this she, ¥ not acidressed by the preferred
alternative or one of the other active measurss
considered, may present 8 current or potential threst 10
the snvironment through the groundwater pathway.

SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

The remadial aternatives are organized according to
the media areas which they address: soll (SC),
grouncwater (GW), building (BD) and underground
tanks (T). These alternatives were screensd based on
implementabiiity, effectiveness, and cost. The screening
resulted in remedial akernatives upon which a detailed
analysis was performed. Those altlernatives considered
in detail are discussed bslow. ‘Time 10 implement® is
defined as the period of time needed for the akemative
to be started (e.g. amount of time needed for the
construction of a treatment facility). Rk does inciude the
mnqtkodfunmodialdnignmwhichb
assumed to take 2 yaars.

sous
L
meumcucmm-dsafs(sc)

© SC-1 No Funther Action

o SC-3 ExcavatlonlO"-slto
hacinei ation/Sackiill with Clean Soll

o SC4 Excavationlow :Temperature
Enhanced VolatilizatlonlOn Site

Redeposkion
o SC.5InSiu v.euum E:ancnm
—
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Axermnative SC-1: No Further Action

Capital Cost: none

O & M Cost: $34,900 per ysar
Present Worth Cost: $564,300
Tims to implement: 1 month

The No Action alternative provides the baseline case
for comparison with other soll aernatives. Under this
alternative, the contaminated soil is left in place without
trsatment. A fong-term groundwater monitoring
program would be implemented 10 track the migration
of contaminanis from the soll into the groundwater.
Existing monitoring wells would be used for monkoring.
Five year reviews would be performed to assess the
need for further actions.

Remedial investigation-related roll-off containers and
drums containing soils and drilling mud would have to
be transported off-site for treatment and disposal.

Aemative SC-3: Excavation/Off-Skte
incineration/Backiit with Clean Sol

Caphal Cost: $18,535,100 ~
O & M Cost: none
Presert Worth Cost: $18,535,100

Tume t0 implement: 3.5 years

Sie preparation for the remedial implementation would
include a parking area, equipment staging area and
stockpile area. Support facilities (e.g. offices) would
aiso be installed On the sfte. An estimated total of
6,240 cubic yards (cy) of soil would be excavated.
Excavation would be conducted under moistensd
conditions by spraying water over the surface t0
minimize fugitive dust and volatile contaminant
emissions. The soil would be stockpiled prior to
transpontation 10 an ofi-site facility. The excavated soll

" would be transporied to an off-site, EPA-permitied

incineration facility for treatment and disposal. The
roll-off cortainers and drums containing soll can also
be re-packed into the same type of containers and
transported for of-site incineraiion along with the soil.
Clean s0i would be used to backiill the excavated
arex. She restoration would include the application of
topsoil_and seeding.

Alemative SC4: ExcavaionvOn-Ske Low Temperahure
Enhanced Volatiization/fOn-Site Radeposhion

Capital Cost: $2,262,500
O & M Cost: none
Present Worth Cost: $2,262,500 .

Tune t0 implement: 3.5 years
Sile preparation ankd soil excavation would be

performed as in Atemative SC-3. An estimated 6,240
cy of contaminated soil would be treated in 8 mobile
enhanced volitiization (low temperature thermal
extraction) unik brougit on sike. Low temperature
thermal extraction consists of a feed system, thermal
processor, aterbumer, and scrubber. The excavated
contaminated soil is piaced in the fesd hopper wih a
backhos. The soil is then conveyed from the hoppes
to the thermal processor. Hot air from an air heater is
injected into the thermal processors at a normal
operating temperature of 260°C (S00°F) which is well
above the boiling points of most voiatiie organic
compounds (VOCs). The volatilized compounds and
moisture in the contaminated soil is then bumed at
1090°C (2000°F) in an afterbumer operated 10 snsure
compiste destruction. A portion of the off-gas is
recirculated as combustion air to minimize fuel usage.
The ofi-gas is then iraated at the scrubber for
particulate removal and acid gas adsorption. The
off-gas lsaves the sysiem at a temperature of less than
93°C (200°F).

The voistilized contaminant-laden gas siso can be
treated by an activated carbon Uit instead
of an afterburner for PCE removal. A bag fiter would
be used to remove particulates from the gas before ik
enters the carbon adsorption unit. The treated soil
would be free of volatile organics and would be atored
for sampling and then used as backfll in the excavated
areas. She restoration would be performed as in
Alernative SC-3. The roll-off containers and drums
containing RI soil can also be treated with the soil.

Allemnative SC-5: In-Situ Vacuum Extraction

Capital Cost: $385,600
O & M Cost: nons
Present Worth Cost: $385,800

Time to implement. 4 ysars

Slte preparation would be performed as in Alernative
S§C-3. However, the soll is left in place undisturbed,
therefore no excavation would be required. This
alternative invoives the instaliation of vacuum extraction
wells over the contaminated soils. Each well would
have a maximum depth of 10 fest. The vacuum wells
wouid be connectad via a pipe system 10 a
skid-mounted high volume vacuum pump. The vacuum
would pull air twough the contaminated solis, within a
radius of approximately Z0 fest from the wells,
depending on soll composiion and voiatiity of the
contaminant. The air containing the stripped VOCs
wouid be fed through a condenser to recover thes free
product and moisture, and then through an emissions
control system, ie., a vapor phase carbon adsorption
system. The condenscS aroduc’ wou's be drummed
and transpornted to an off-site trestment and disposal
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. Remedial Alematives for Contaminated

» Groundwater (GW) : . .

‘GW-1 No Further Action

-GW-2 Pumping/Air  Stripping/Reinjection;

- Southem Site Boundary (0.2 mgd)

GW-3A Pumping/Air S

“Leading Edge of Plume (1.0 mgd)

GW-3B Pumping/Air Stripping/Reinjection;

Southern Site Boundary and Downgradient

= (1.0 mod)

. 0 GW-85A Pumping/UV-Chemical

" Owidation/Reinjection; Leading Edge of
Plume (1.9 mgd)

© GW-5B Pumping/UV-Chemical

Oxidation/Relnjection; Southern  Site

Boundary and Downgradient (1.0 mgd)

Ahemative GW-1: No Further Action

Caphtal Cost: none

O & M Cost: $28,400

Present Worth Cost: $464,400
Time 10 Implement: 1 year

This slternative includes the use of existing welis to
conduct a long-term groundwater sampiing program
which would monitor the migration ol contaminants ot
concem in the aguifer. A 10tal of ten wells, including
existing upgradient, on-site and downgradient wells,
would be utilzed in order to sampie the groundwater
from the shallow 0 Jaeper portions of the aquifer and
10 track contaminant migration off-ske. Regular
five-year reizws wouid be performed 10 assess the
need for additional romedial actions.

Caphal Cost: $214,800

O & M Cosr: $378,700

Present Worth Cost: $3,350,500
Time to Imn'emem: 1.5 ysars

This aternative inciudes the instaliation of three
extraction welis downgradient of the ske in order to
extract 0.2 milion galions per day (mgd) of
groundwater from the site contaminant plume. This
groundwater would be piped to the Oid Bethpage
Landfill groundwater treatment system for traatment
and disposal. The Landfi trestment
system is currently under construction and scheduled
to be compieted in 1991. The 0.2 mgd is the
maximum afiowable input from the Claremont Site t0
the Landfil pump and treatment system dus to design
limitations of that system. The treated sffivent would
be reinjected into the aquifer through a recharge basin
being constructed as par of the Landiill system. This
flow rate is beiow the modeled maximum pumping rate
of 1.9 mgd estimated for ramoval and treatment of the
site contaminant plume. (The original estimate of the
volume of comtaminated groundwater t0 be treated was
much less than the current estimats). In addition, the
landfill treatment system is only planned 1o operate for
10 years based upon the time estimated for
remaediation to the compisted for the Old Bethpage
plume. Long-term monltoring using the new extraction
and existing walls would be performad for 30 years in
order 1o monitor any continued migration of remaining
contamination in the groundwater, both during and
after the operation of the landfill treatment system.

Atemative GW-3A: Pumping/Pretreatment/Alr
Stripping/Carbon Adsorption/Reinjection; Pumping at
the Leading Edge of the Plume (1.8 mgd)

Capita! Cost: $4,044,700
O & M Cost: $1,622,900
Presert Worth Cost: $28,078,000

Time to implement: 3 years

in this altemnative, three extraction_ wells would be
instalied downgradient of the site on the Bethpage
State Park property in order 10 capture the sntire ske
contaminant piume. Approximately 1.9 mgd would be
pumped t0 an on-ske treatment facilty. The treated
groundwater would be pumped 10 a discharge system
for reinjection 10 the aquifer via three reinjection wells.
The sking of the extraction wells would be completed
during the design.phase based on technical criteria.

The groundwater trestment facility would consist of two
ajor processes: pretreatment 10 remove mastals (iron,
manganese, arsenic, and thalium) and air strippers
foliowed by a carbon adsorption system to remove-
volatile and semivolatile organics. The pratrsatment
system is designed to effectively recduce the metal
concentrations in the groundwater beiow the Federal
and New York State Groundwater Standards. This
pretreatment sysiein would consist o/ « Joelais
precipitation system and dual media pressure filter.

.

e



Ns of the treatment plant operation (Le., 30 years). Air
emissions would be monfitored to confirm compliance

Capltal Cost: $4,936,000 ’

O & M Cost: $1,100,400 (first ten years)
$701,900 (next six years)

Presert Worth Cost: $15,620,400

Time 10 implement 3 years .

In this Akemnative, two extraction welis would be
instalied shightly downgradient of the southern
boundary of v sike 10 capture the most contaminated
groundwater. Two additional extraction wells would be
located from the site 10 capture the ofl-
site (diluted) migrating piume. Groundwater wouid be
pumped at 3 rate of 1 mgd and treated on-ske as .in
Aternative GW-3A4 In this alternative four treatment
vrains rated a1 175 gpm wouid be used. Treated

grouncwater would be zeinjected into the aquiles.

This alternative would be implemented 'n two phases.
During the first phase extraction wells would be
instalied 21 the southern hound= y requiring two
treatmesx trains to treat the concentrated groundwater

plume. During the second phase the diluted
groundwater plime would be exiracted, requiring the
installation nf two additional trestment trains. In
between these phases (spproximately 1-2 years),
critical information would be developed concerning the
impact of neighboring pump and treatment systems
(e.g. Old Bethpage Landlil) on the Claremont
Polychemical plume. Mdmumngmabo
conducted to further dalinsate the extent of the
Claremont plume. implementing this remedy in two
phases would provids increased overaR sfficiency and
flexibilty. This optimized extraction and treatment
system design wouid be better abls to address the
remediation of the Claremont site plume. R is
estimated that 16 ysars of pumping and treatment
would be required to complete the groundwater
remadiation.

Ahemnative GW-SA: Pumping/Pretreatment/UV-Chemical
Oxidation/Reinjection; Pumping at the Lesading Edge of
the Plume (1.9 mgd)

Capital Cost: $4,088,800

O & M Cost: $108,000

Present Worth Cost: $21,121,100
Time to impiement: 3 years

This remedial alternative is similar 10 ARernative GW-JA
except that a chemical oxidation process rather than air
stripping/adsorption process would bs used t0 remove
the volatile and semivolatile organics in the
grouncwater. An uliraviolst light-hydrogen peroxide
oxidation system is selacted as the representative
process to treat the contaminated groundwater. This
oxidation system would employ a combination of
hydrogen peroxide (H,0,) and ultraviolet (UV) light to
chemically oxidize the organic contaminants in the
groundwater to carbon dioxide, water and chiorides.
Muttiple units would be required. The treated
groundwaler would have organic concentrations below
State and Federal standards.

ARemnative GW-§8: Pumping/Pretreatment/UV-Chemical
Oxidation/Reinjection; Pumping at the Southem Ske
Boundary and Downgradient (1.0 mgd)

Caphal Cost: $4,089,800

O & M Cost: $1,008,600 (lirst ten years)
656,000 (next six years)

Presert Worth Cost: $13,902,300

Time to implement: 3 years

Groundwater extraction, pretreatment, and reinjection
would be accomplished as in Akernative GW-3B. The
UV-H,0, system would operate as in Ahernative GW-5A
except that smaller trzz:ment units weuld be used.



BULLDING
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* 'Remedial Arematives for Bullding (BD)

"0 BD-1No Further Action .
.0 BD-2 Building Decontamination/Waste
Treatmert and Disposal

- |
Alsmative BD-1: No Further Action

Capital Cost: $8,800

O & M Cost: $2,100 per year
Prasent Worth Cost: $41,100
Time 10 implement: 1 month

The No Action aliernative provides the bassline against
which other alternatives can be compared. It would
resull in leaving the contaminated dust, asbestos
insulation, and contaminated water in fioor drains and
condensers intact in the building. The only additional
security measure impiemented to completely seal the
buiiding would be waterproofing of the building celling.

A long-term maintenance program, including site
inspections, would be implementad in ortler t0 snsure
that the building is complately sealed and is not
accessibie to the public in the future.

Alemnative BD-22 Builiding Decontamination

Caphal Cost: $186,200

O & M Cost: none

Present Worth Cost: $186,200
Time 1o implement: 1 month

The inside contaminated surfaces of the building (Le.,
walls, floors, and hoods) would be decontaminated
using dusting, vacuuming and wiping procedures. In
addition three dust collectors on the roof would be
emptied. The collacted chust would be transported 1
an ofi-sie treatment and disposat Jacllity. The
contaminated water In the foor drains and condensers
8is0 would be removed &nd disposed of off-site.

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANIG

Remedial Atemnatives for Undergrount Storape
Tanks (1)

0 T-1 No Further Action
0 T-2 Removal and Off-Site Disposal

Akemnative T-1: No Further Action

Capltal Cost: $2,600

O & M Cost: $2,200 per year
Presant Worth Cost: $84,300
Time to implament: 4 months

Under this atemnative the underground tanks and
contents would be left in piace. The large amounts of
hazardous materials contained in the tanks would
continue 1o constitute 8 potential source of soil and
groundwater contamination. A monitoring program
using the existing monitoring welis wouid be
established 10 detect the movemeant of these

compounds ino the groundwater.

Arernative T-22 Removal and Off-Ske
Treatment/Disposal

Capital Cost: $338,300

O & M Cost: none
Present Worth Cost: $336,300
Time to implament. 4 months

This akemnative entalis excavation of overburden soils,
pumping of tank contents, tank claaning, removal of
tanks and appurtenant equipment, off-site ’
disposaitreatment of tanks, squipment and liquid
waste, and backfiling with clean soiL

The underground tanks and appurtenant piping would
be drained and cisaned of any residual siudge. Tanks
would bes hoisted and subsequently loaded on trucks
and hauled for off-site disposal. Other components of
the tank farm, such as pumps, concrete pads, and the
pumphouse, would be demolished and transported off-
site for disposal. At the disposal faciiity, the steei
tanks would be retested for hazardous waste contents.
Nonhazardous tanks would sither be $0id for scrap or
landfiled, depending on the extent to which they can
be decontaminated. Hazardous tanks and tank
conterms would be disposed of at an off-site EPA-
approved hazardous waste treatment and disposal
facility.

Highly contaminated soils discovered during tank
excavation would be stockpiled in rol-off containers
and subsequently transported 1o an off-site EPA-
licensed treatment and disposal faciilty. Sampling of

the soils underlying the 1ank farmn would be conducted

as parn of this alternative to further delineate the nature
and exient of sofl comamination within this area and to
assess effectiveness of the remedy.

e e
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The preferred altemn»iive for the remediation of the site
combines source control aitermnatives with active
restoration of the grouncdwater. Akemnative SC-4,
excavation of the cortaminated soils, on-site iow
tamperature thermal trestment, and on-site receposition
is the preferred akernative t0 clean up the solls. The
prelerred akemative {or remediation of the groundwater
contamination is atemative GW-3B, extraction of the
grounciwater at the ske perimeter and downgradient,
followsd by treatment (metal precipltation, air stripping
and carbon and of the trested
water into the aquifer. Altemnative BD-2 and T-2 are the
preferred altamatives for the buiiding and underground
tank areas. Alernative BD-2 entails removal of
contaminated dust from the buliding by vacuuming and
wiping, and removal of the liquic wastes from drains
and condensers. Under atemnative T-2, the
underground storage tanks, tank contents, and the soil
lemuucmodmdbpouddam
ofi-ske treatment faclity.

Based on current information, this combination of
altematives provides the best balance among the nine
criteria that EPA uses 10 svaluste aernatives and 10
ensure that all important considerations are factored
into remedy selection decisions. The Analysis section
profiles the performance of the preferred alternative
agmthcmunmmghowlmpmw
other options under consideration.

The evaluation criteria is noted below and explsined
beiow. :

o
environment addresses whether or not 8
remady provides adequate protection and
describes how risks posed through each
exposwre pathway (based on a reasonable
maximum exposure scenario) are sliminated,
reduced, or controlied Uwough treatment,
snginessing controls, or institutional controls.

o . Compliance with spphicable or relevant and
: - -

SpOoprigte requirements (ARAR'S)

whather or not a remedy would meet al of the
sppiicable or relevant and approprime
requirements of other Federal and Siste

erwviconmental statutes and requirements or
provide grounds for invoking a waiver.

©  Longterm efiectiveness and permangnce refers
10 the ability of a remedy to maintain relisble
protection of human hsalth and the
enwironment over time, once cleanup goals
have been mel. It also addruises the

magnitude and effectivensss of the measures
that may Be required 1o manage the risk
posed by treatment residuals and/or untreated
wastss.

o R j

through Ureatmernt is the anticipsted
periormance of the treatment technologies,
with respect 0 these parametars, a remedy
may smploy.

o Shontterm sffectivensss addresses the period
of time nesded to achieve protection and any
adverse impacts on human health and the
environment that may be posed during the
construction and implementation period until
clsanup goals are achieved.

o Implementabiity is the technical and
administrative feasibillty of a remedy, including
the availability of materials and services

nesded to implement a particular option.

0 Cost includes estimated caplal and operation
and maintenance costs, and net present
worth costs.

° Siate acceptance indicates whether, based on
its review of the RI/FS and Proposed Plan, the
Siate concurs with, opposes, or has no
commontmubuodromodyuw

prasent time.

° Community acCeptance will be assessad in
the Record of Decision (ROD) and refers to
the public’s general response to the alterna-
tives described in the Propossd Plan and the
RIFS reports.

ANALYSIS
Comparison Among Soll (SC) Akemnatives

The following discussion compares the relstive
performance of sach soil akermnative using the specllic

evaluation criteria listed praviously.
o Overall Protection of Human Haalth and the
- Eoveonment

Aremative SC-1 doss not meet the remedial

thus & is not protective of human heskh and the .
snvironment. As a resull of this aernative, the
groundwater would continue 10 be conlaminated by the
soll source for some unknown period. Altemnatives
SC.3, SC4 and 10 some extent SC-& would mest the
remedial objective of protecting the groundwater from



AX technologies proposed for use in Avernative SC-3
through SC-5 would be designed and implementsd to
satisty all ARARs. Federal and State reguiations
dealing with the handling and transportation of
hazardous wastes to an off-site treatment facility would
be followed. The ofi-sie treatment faciity would be
fully EPA-approved. RCRA wastes would be treated
using specific technologies or specific treatment levels,
88 appropriate, to comply with land disposal
restrictions.

o Lono-Term Etfectiveness and Permanence

ARernative SC-1 would only monitor the migration of
the contaminants and does not provide treatment or
containment. Therefore, it doss not provide effective or
permanamnt long-term protection of groundwater at the
site.

Aremsatives SC-3, SC-4 and SC-5 are similar in their
ability to mitigate the risks through the removal and
treatment of site comaminants 10 meet the required
cleanup leveis. Afternatives SC-3 and SC-4 provide a
high degree of effectiveness since they can effectively
remove the comaminants from the soil. Although
Anernative SC-5 is intendad 10 have a similar abliity to
mitigate soii contamination, due 10 the technical
Emitations of in-situ process, SC-S may not ensure
removal of contaminants 10 the cleanup level.

o ion_in Toxi M Vi

Akernative SC-1 would provide a very siow and gradual
reduction in toxicity through rainfall percoistion. &
would provide no reduction in contaminam mobility.

Alternatives SC-3, SC4, and SC-5 again are similar, in
that sach would resuk in significant reductions in the
toedcity, mobllity, and volume of the treated material. .
Material toxicity would be reduced by thermatl
dastruction of contaminants in Altsrnatives SC-3 and
SC-4 and by ofi-site treatmant of the condenssd
organic product in SC-5. Ahernative SC-3 would
provide the greatest degree of reduction in toxicity of
the contaminarts followed by SC-4 and SC-8.

° -T i

The implementation of Atternative SC-1 would not resutt
in agditional nsk 10 the community during

10

implementation. Akematives S§C-3, 8C4, and SC-5
include activities such as contaminated soll excavation
and off-site transport or on-site treatment that could
potentiaily expose residents 10 voiatilized contaminants
and contaminated dust. Enginesring controis and
other measures (e.g. restricting access to the site 10
authorized personnel only) would sffectively sliminate
any impact these activities wouild have on nearby
residents. Aernative SC-5 inciudes jn-gity treatment of
contaminated soils, 30 8xposurs risks to residerits from
excavation is much less of a concemn for this altemnative
than SC-3 and SC4. Under akemnatives SC4 and
SC-5, proper ais emission control units would be
instalied to minimize the potential for public health
exposurss becauss of low-level emissions from the
on-site treatmernt uniis.

Ahernative SC-1 would resull in a lower overall rigk to
workers than other allermnatives since subsurface soll is
not disturbed. Aternastives SC-4 and 8C-5 provide
treatment on-site, thereby reducing potential risk to
residents along transportation routes. Altemnatives SC-
3, SC4, and SC-5 woulk! present a potential for worker
exposure 10 volatilized contaminants during waste
excavation and/or handiing. To minimize and/or
prevent such exposures, use of personal protection
equipment would be necessary.

SC-1 would be implsmented in sly one
month. Allernatives SC-3, SC-4 and SC-5 would be
impiemanted in about 3.5, 3.5 and 4 years,

respectively.
o impiementabiity

Components of Alternatives SC-1, SC-3, SC-4 and SC-5
would wtilize relatively common construction equipment
and materials. Littie construction would be
encountered with any of the alternatives. However,
Alermnative SC-1 would be the easisst 10 implament.

The technologies proposed for use in the aliematives
are proven and refiable in achieving the specified
process efficiencies and performance goals. Low
temperature therma! snhanced volatilization and jn-gitu
vacuum exiraction have been successiully tested at
other Superfund shes. Howaver, thers is a greater
degree of uncertainty regarding the achieving of
Cleanup lavels using in-gity vacuum extraction since
this technology has only bsen performed on a limited
full-scale basis at similar contaminant concentration
levels.

o  Cost

The tntal rwacant wrth costs for the alternatives
evaluated ranged from $385,600 (in-gity vacuum
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mactbn) 0 $18,538,100 (off-site treatmant and
Prcw'lwonhconsidmnsu discount rate,

8C-8) wouid be the same as the caphial cost. SC-4

provides the same protection as atarnative $C-3 &t &

muwm(szmsoonmswsaswo)
less

Aternative GW-2 would not ensure protection of the
heakth of future users of the aquifer nor would &
improve the overall quality of the aquiler or prevent the
continued migration of contamination.

Each of the alternatives GW-3A, GW-38, GW-SA and
GW-5B would be significantly more protective than GW-
1 or GW.2 gince they would reduce the toxiclty,
mobility, and volume of contaminants in the aquifers.
Each rsatment alternative considered would equally
protect human heakh and the snvironment howswver,
the amount of time requiced 10 achieve the ARARs
varies greatly among alisrnatives.

o  Compfiance with ARARS

Ahernatives GW-1 and GW-2 would result in

contaminant concentrations remaining above ARARs
(tfor dnnking water or protaction of the groundwater

Wcu)bulongpoﬁoddﬁmoowym)

ARemnatives GW.-3A, GW-38, GW-SA and GW-5B would

be designed 10 achieve all drinking water standards as
well as those required for groundwater protection in the
+~ated vater stream which is 10 be reinjected. Each of
these alternatives would be capable of providing the

- required

ant removal levels. Because
experience with’ UV-chemical systems is imied, s
eflectiveness is siightly less certain but considersd
achievable. Each of the aktematives would comply with
air emission standascis as well as reguiations for the
handiing and disposal of the generated wastes (e.g.
spent carbon).

o  LongTerm Efectivensss and Permanence

Alernative GW-1 doss not provide treatment but would
attempt to restrict usage of contaminated groundwater.
Allernative GW-2 provides short-term trestment, but
would not restore the cortaminated aquiler for ks best
beneficial firure use.

Allernatives GW-3A, GW3B, GW-SA, and GW-38 al
mwpamummumm
ingestion by extracting, treating, and recharging the
reated groundwater 10 remove contaminants from the
aquifer. The time required to achieve these risk
reductions depends on the effective axtraction rates
from the aquiler and imitations on exiraction system
placemsnt due 10 the large area on the contaminant
plume. Long-term affectivensss of sach systam is
dependent on monkoring and mainienance of the
treatment system.

Alternatives GW-1 and GW-2 would take approximately
100 years to achisve the remedial action objectives.
Ahematives GW-3A and SA would theoretically achieve
the remedial action objectives in 82 ysars, whersas
GW-3B and 5B wouid achisve the remedial action
objeciives in approximately 16 ysars.

Proper air poliution control measures would be
established under allematives GW-3A and GW-38B to
ofiset potential risks from the air stripper{s), while no
poliution control measures are desmad necessary for
alernatives GW-SB and 5A. Allernatives GW-3A and
GW-38B require the disposal of more spent carbon than
GW-SA and GW-5B since vapor phass carbon
adsorption is used.

Altemnative GW-1 would very siowly and gradually
reducs the touicly of contaminants through dilution.
Alternative GW-2 would reduce the toxicky and volume
of conmaminants more rapidly than GW.1. Nelther
ARernative GW-1 nor GW-2 would permanently reduce
the mobillty of the contaminants. For skermnative GW-2,
the off-ske portion of the contaminated groundwater
plume wouid continue 10 migrate downgracient and
reduction of toxicly, mobility and volume wouk! be
achieved only hy -~ al *tianuation.



reduce the toxiclty, mobiity, and volums to a greater
axtent and at a much faster rate than the other
aiternastives. Alternatives GW-3A and GW-3B would use

air stripping and carbon 10 remove the
contaminants, while GW-SA and GW-58 would oxidize
most of the organic compounds.

o  Shon-Tenn Effectiveness

implamentation of Aternative GW.1 would result in no
addiional risk to the community during remedial
sctivities. Alternative GW-2 could present additions

contaminated grouncwater. Akernatives GW-3A, 3B,
and GW-SA and 3B include excavation activities,
instaliation of the collection and reinjection system, and
construction of the treatment plant which could result
in potentially exposing residents to volatiized
contaminants and contaminsted dust. The treatment
plart would be constructed on-site. Proper
engineering controls would ensure that the impact of
such activities would be insignilicant. All alternatives
except Aternative GW-1 and GW-2 would provide a
process residual requiring proper handling and
disposal.

Aemnative GW-1 would result in no additional risk to
workers, and GW-2 would result in a lower overall
worker risk than other aliernatives becsuss of the
Emited s0il disturbance activities. Personal protection
equipment would be used under atternatives GW-3A,
GW-3B, GW-5A and GW-5B8 to minimize the worker's
potential exposure to volatilized contaminants during
installation of the collection, treatment, and recharge

systems.
©  Implementabiity

Altemative GW-1 would be easily implemented.
Avernative GW-2 would require institutional
managememn 10 maintain and operate the pumping
system and to coordinate with the Landfil treatment
sysiem. Altematives GW-3A, GW-38, GW-5A and
GW-SB would utitize relatively common construction
equipment enc nterials. Litie construction difficulty
waould occur with any of the atternatives.

The air stripping and carbon adsorption t
proposed for use in Alternatives GW-3A and GW-3B

are proven and reliable in achieving specified process
efficiencies anc' performance gosis. Whils there has

been limited with UV.chemical oxidation, &
has basn successiul in several groundwater treatment
facilities.

All proposed technologies are readily available from a
number of sources, with the exception of UV-chemical
oxidation. - It is expected that additional UV-chemical
equipment manuiacturers would be available once this
technology bscomes more mature.

Alernatives GW-3A, GW-3B, GW-8A, and GW-5B would
require institutionsl management of the operation and
maintenance of the treated groundwater reinjection
system. Siting the treatment facility would not present
any problems as there is snough space available on-
site. Associated off-sie facilities (e.g. piping. pumps,
extraction wells and reinjection wells) would be
potentially more complex 10 locate as both technical
and land use factors would be considered.

Off-sie disposal faciities ars available for the disposal
of the pretreatment siudge and spent carbon
penerated from Ahemnatives GW-3A, GW-3B, GW-5A
and GW-8B.

° Cont
The present worth costs of all GW alternatives ranged
from $464,400 (GW-1) to $28,967,000 (GW-3A).
Ahernative GW-1 would be least expensive followsd by
Gw-2, GW-58, GW-3B, GW-5A and GW-3A. Of the
shernativas providing complete remediation of the
groundwater contamination, Akemative GW-3B provides
the lowest present worth cost, $15,620,400.

o State Acceptance

NYSDEC concurs with the preferred alternative
selected.

Comparison of Buliding Akematives (BD)

Only two bullding alternatives: No-Action and Buikdling
Decontamination were evalusted.

-] 4 P M Heahh and t
Environment

in Alternative BD-1, hazardous material is leht in the

building. Human heaith and the environment remain
protected only as long as buliding security can be

efiectively enforced and building integrity maintained.
Ahernative BD-2 removes all hazardous material from
the building so k is fully protective of human health
and the environment. in addition, Akemative BD-2

aliows for future reuse of the building.



©  Compiance wih ARARS

Avemative BD-1 wouk! not contravene any ARARs
since no action would be taken. Alternative BD-2
would comply with the ARARs relevant to the transport
of the wastes 10 an off-site facility. The off-she
treatment facility would be fully EPA-permitted and
thersiore meet applicable regulations.

o -T 1l ng Permanen
Ahemative BD-1 would not alter conditions within the
building; hazardous materials would remain in the
buiiding. Public protection would rely on maintaining
building security which may be difficult to enforce. The
building could not be used for any

Alernative BD-2 removes all hazardous matorials from
the building for off-site treatment and disposal so that
long-term exposurs risks from the building would be
eliminsted. Painting and sealing the building
(skernative BD-2) would provide additional protection
::Mdamtorumwrucdmdquth

o0  Reduction in Toxiclty, Mobility or Volyme

Alternative BD-1 provides no reduction in toxiclty or
volume of contaminants; mobility is not an issue since
the building is seff-contained. Ahternative BD-2
provides for complete reduction in toxicity and volume
since all contaminaied material is removed from the
building.

©  Shonderm Effectiveness

implsmantation of BD-1 should result in no additional
tisks to the community or the environment as long as
building security and integrity can be maintained.
Aternative BD-2 involves removal and transpon of the
cotaminants from the building so there are some
minimal public exposure risks as well as environmental
impact from potential waste spilis resulling from 2
possible transport sccidents during remedial activities.
Worker exposure risks would be minimized through the
use of personal proteciion equipment. Long-term
maintenance would continue indefinitely for Alternative
BD-1. Building decontamination, Alternative BD-2,
could be accompiished in approximately 3 months.

o  Implementability
Both alternatives are readily implemantable; neither

involves any major construction activities. Methods and

services for building decontamination are technically
feasible and readily available. Alernative BD-1 would
require institutional manager~nt i.¢., a long-term

-building maintenance program, whereas Allernative

BD-2 does not require any long-ierm management.
o Gost

The present worth costs for alematives BD-1 and BD-2
are $41,100 and $186,200, respectively.

o  State Accaptance

NYSDEC concurs with the preferred akemative
selected.

Comparison of the Underground Tank (T) Akematives

o QOverall Protection of Hyuman Heakh gnd the
Envi I .
Alternative T-1 would not protect human health and the
snviconment as the threat of soll and groundwater
contamination would not be reduced. The excavation
and removal of contaminated tanks and their contents
from the site (T-2) would signilicantly reduce the
potential human health and environmental risks
associated with potential leaking of contaminants from
tanks into the soll and groundwater.

o  Compiisnce With ARARs

Alternative T-1 would not comply with groundwater
ARARs, as continual source of contamination would not
be removed. The disposal of the underground tanks
(7-2) would sliminate the source of contamination and
would satisfy applicable State and Federal ARARs, as
the tanks and related wasies would be removed,
transported, and disposed of in accordance with all
regulations.

° Long-Term Effectiveness

Under akemative T-1, the tanks and their associated
hazardous wastes would remain as 8 potential source
of sofl and groundwater contamination. ARemnative T-
2, excavation and removal of the underground storage
tanks, tank debris, and highly contaminated soil from
the site, would reduce the potential human health and
environmenta! risks associated with the tanks’ potential
for lsaking contaminants into the soll and grouncwater
in the huture.

No signliicant reduction of toxicity, mobiity or volume
would result from the implsmentation of the no-action
alternative. ARernative T-2, excavation and ofi-site
treatment, would result in a permanant reduction of
toxicity, mobility an voluma, The wastes wou'~ he
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Summary of Altemative Analysis.
BREMEDY

oL

sC-t [
$C3 15,838,100
sC4 2.262.500
scs 385,000
GROUNDWATER

aW-1 °
ow2 214,800
GW-3A 4,004,700
GwW-38 4,936,000
GW-3A 4,008.900
Gw-s8 4,000,800
BULDING

801 8.000
BD-2 196,200
UNDERGROUND TANKS

2] [
2 338,300

3,350.500
20.978.900
15.620.400
20,121,900
13.902.300
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186,200

64,300
336,200
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complately removed and elther destroyed at the
treatment facilty or reused If practical. -

$hod Term Effectiveness

Alernative T-1 wouild result in no additional risk to the

_ The potential public health threats to workers and area
! residents associsied with the impiementation of
altemative T-2 include: direct contact of workers with
iank contents and potentially contaminated soils;

\ inhaistion of fugive dust, organic vapors, and
emissions generated during construction and
excavation aclivities; and improper handling of soil and
s hazardous liquids. Several steps would be taken to

t minimize thess threats . site access woukl be
restricted 10 authorized personnel only, and dust
control measures such as wind screens and water
sprays would be used to minimize fuglkive dust
emissions.

—~
The tisk to workers during excavation would be
minimized by the use of adequate personal protection
equipment 10 prevent direct contact with potentially
contaminated soll, iquids, and inhalation of fugitive
dust and volatile organic compounds.

Other potential short-term impacts contempiated as
pant of T-2 would be an increase in traflic and noise
poliution resulting from hauling soils (as necessary),.
hazardous liquids, and tanks to an off-site treatment
faciity, as well as the traffic associated with
transporting new soli for backiill 10 the Sie.
Transportation of excavated hazardous liquids may
introduce short-term risks with the possibility of spiliage
., dlong the transport route and potential sxposure of the
: - public to hazardous material. A spill contingency plan
=’ would be deveioped to address and minimize the
likelihood and potential impact of this occurrence. The
| actual remediation period for this alternative is
- sstimated 10 be 8 weeks.
implementablity
All the components of both remedial atermnatives sre
well developed and commercially available. The
contained tanks and reisieC wasles wouki have
undergo 8 series of analyses prior 1o accepiance for
treziment at the ofi-site facliity. Sufficiertt land is
available at the site for mobilzation and temporary
storage of the excavated soil and materiais awaiting
pre-iransport decontamination. Excavation, treatment
tank decommissioning, transportation 1o an off-site
treatment faciiity, solid and liquid waste disposal, and
restoration of the site can be performed without any
major ditficulty.

|

\
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o  Cosml

The total present worth cost of atemative 7-1 is
$64,300. The total present worth cost of akemnative T-
2, which represents the estimated construction cost for
the eight week remediation program, is estimated at
$336,300. Operation and maintenance costs have not
been included in the cost estimate since the duration
of the remediation program is less than one year.

Siate Acceptance

NYSDEC concurs with the.preferred akemative
selected.

SUMMARY OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

in summary, the preferred akemative will achisve
substantial risk reduction through a combination of
source control aternatives SC4 (low temperature
enhanced volatilization of soll contaminamts) and T-2
(tank removal and off-she treatment), with active
restoration of the groundwater (GW-3B), and building
decontamination (BD-2).

The preferred alternative achieves this risk reduction
more quickly and at substantially less cost than the
other options. Thersiore, the preferred akemative will
provide ths best balance of trade-offs among
siternatives with respect to the evaluating criteria.
Based on the information avaliable at this time, EPA
and the NYSDEC believe that the praferred siiemative
will be protective of human health and the environment,
will comply with ARARs, will be cost effective, and will
wiilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies or resource recovery technologies to the
maximum extent praciicable. The remedy also will
meet the statutory preference for the use of a remedy
that invoives tresiment as a principal element.
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APPENDIX D. OVERHEAD TRANSPARENCIES

~



- Public Meeting
Claremont Polychemical
Superfund Site

United States '
Environmental
Protection Agency

September 5, 1990



Site History

CONSTRUCTION OF THE CLAREMONT
POLYCHEMICAL FACILITY BEGAN IN 1966

PLANT OPERATION BEGAN IN 1968

MORE THAN A THOUSAND DRUMS WERE
DISCOVERED IN 1979 BY THE NASSAU COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH (NCDOH)

MUST OF THE DRUMS WERE GONE AND AREA OF
CONTAMINATED SOIL (SPILL AREA) WAS
DISCOVERED IN 1980 BY NCDOH

SOILS WERE EXCAVATED AND PLACED ON
PLASTIC LINERS IN 1980 BY THE COMPANY

COMPANY ENTERED INTO CHAPTER 11
PROCEEDINGS IN 1980

NEW YORK DEPARTMENT OF LAW ASSUMES THE
LEAD ON THE SITE AND ATTEMPTS TO
NEGOTIATE AN AGREEMENT WITH RESPONSIBLE
PARTY

N



‘Site History
(Cont’n 2 of 3)

. SITE RECOMMENDED FOR PLACEMENT IN

NATIONAL PRIORITY LIST IN OCTOBER 1984

SITE WAS FINALLY INCLUDED IN NATIONAL
PRIORITY LIST IN JUNE 1986 (RANKED 614)

EPA ASSUMES THE LEAD IN 1986 AND SENDS
OUT NOTIFICATION LETTER TO POTENTIALLY
RESPONSIBLE PARTY (PRP) IN NOVEMBER 1987

NO RESPONSE WAS RECEIVED AND FUNDS FOR
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY
(RI/FS) ARE ALLOCATED IN MARCH 1988

EBASCO SERVICES IS CONTRACTED BY EPA TO
CONDUCT RI/FS (1* OPERABLE UNIT) IN MARCH
1988

EPA CONDUCTS REMOVAL ACTION IN OCTOBER
1988 TO STABILIZE WASTES

SECOND RI/FS (2 OPERABLE UNIT) IS OPEN IN
APRIL 1989 TO ADDRESS THE DISPOSAL OF
WASTES CONTAIN IN HOLDING UNITS (DRUMS,

BASINS, ETC)



Site History
(Cont’'n 3 of 3)

IMPLEMENTATION OF REMEDY FOR 2™ OPERABLE
UNIT STARTS IN SEPTEMBER 1989

RI/FS FOR 1* OPERABLE UNIT IS FINALIZED AND

REPORTS ARE RELEASED FOR PUBLIC COMMENT
IN AUGUST 1990



REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION



Summary of Field

Investigation -
. SOIL-GAS SURVEY | ~
. GEOPHYSICAL INVESTIGATION -

. AIR MONITORING

. SURFACE SOIL SAMPLING

- SUBSURFACE SOIL SAMPLING

- MONITORING WELL INSTALLATION

- HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY TESTING
- WATER LEVEL MEASUREMENTS

. GROUNDWATER SAMPLING
- BUILDING SAMPLING

- UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK SAMPLING )



@ Summary of Samples
- Collected by EPA

- SOIL GAS SURVEY - 102 samples

K} . SOIL - 325 subsurface samples (25 locations)
- 32 surface samples

N . GROUNDWATER - 72 samples
;\'/ - OFFSITE WELLS - 27 locations
= - SITE WELLS - § locations

- AR - 10 locations
- BUILDING - 57 samples
- UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS - 23 samples
- PRIOR EPA WORK
- BASINS
- CONTAINERS (DRUMS, ETC)
- SUMP

- ABOVE GROUND TANKS



Maximum Concentration of Selected
Contaminants Detected in Soil,
Groundwater, Building and Underground
Tank Content

CONCEN-

MATRIX COMPOUND TRATION
- SOIL bis(2-ethylhexyl) ' 270
(mg/Kg) phthalate
tetrachloroethene 26

lead 98



- Maximum Concentration of Selected
Contaminants Detected in Soil,

t Groundwater, Building and Underground

= | Tank Content

T | CONCEN-
- MATRIX COMPQUND TRATION
,  GROUND 1,1,1-trichloroethane 100
o WATER |
(ug/Kg)
“ trichloroethene 260
f tetrachloroethene 1,300
L
g ethylbenzene 160
—~ bis{2-ethylhexyl) 50
| phthalate . '

chromium 159



Maximum Concentration of Selected

Contaminants Detected in Sail,

Groundwater, Building and Underground

MATRIX
BUILDING

(ug/wipe)

TANKS
(mg/Kg)

Tank Content

COMPOUND
bis(2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate
cadmium
chromium
copper

lead .

2-butanone

toluene

xylene

bis(2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate

CONCEN-

TRATION
70

313 -
1,103
24,600
7,974
92,000
2,600
3,600

23,000



RISK ASSESSMENT



Exposure Routes

- SOIL

- INGESTION

- DIRECT CONTACT

- INHALATION
- GROUNDWATER

- INGESTION

- DIRECT CONTACT

- INHALATION OF VOLATILE EMISSIONS
. BUILDING

- INGESTION OF RESUSPENDED DUST

- EXISTING ROUTES VS. POTENTIAL FUTURE
ROUTES



Public Health Evaluatior:
Current Land Use Conditions

NON

CARCINOGENIC CARCINOGENIC
EXPOSURE ROUTES  RISK RISK
- SOIL ACCEPTABLE ACCEPTABLE

- SITE GROUNDWATER ACCEPTABLE = ACCEPTABLE

- AIR ACCEPTABLE ACCEPTABLE



Public Health Evaluation
Future Off-Site Land Use Conditions

NON
o CARCINOGENIC CARCINOGENIC
EXPOSURE ROUTES  BISK BISK
- SOIL ACCEPTABLE ACCEPTABLE

- GROUNDWATER UNACCEPTABLE ACCEPTABLE

- AIR ACCEPTABLE ACCEPTABLE



Public Health Evaluation
Future On-Site Land Use Conditions

\— | gggcmoesmc CARCINOGENIC
_ EXPOSURE ROUTES  RISK BISK_

; . SOIL ACCEPTABLE = ACCEPTABLE

. . GROUNDWATER =~ UNACCEPTABLE ACCEPTABLE
] - AR ACCEPTABLE = ACCEPTABLE

C

_ . BUILDING | UNACCEPTABLE UNACCEPTABLE



FEASIBILITY STUDY ~



Remedial Alternatives

CONTAMINATED SOILS
SC-1 No Further Action

SC-3 Excavation/Off-site Incineration/Backfill with
Clean Soil

SC-4 Excavation/Low Temperature Enhanced
Volatilization/On-Site Redeposition

SC-5 In-Situ Vacuum Extraction



Remedial Alternatives

GW-1 No Further Action

GW-2 Pumping/Air Stripping/Reinjection;
Southem Site Boundary (0.2 mgd)

GW-3A Pumping/Air Stripping/Reinjection;
Leading Edge of Plume (1.9 mgd)

GW-3B Pumping/Air Stripping/Reinjection;
Southern Site Boundary and Downgradient (1.0
mgd)

GW-5A Pumping/UV-Chemical
Oxidation/Reinjection; Leading Edge of Plume
(1.9 mgd)

GW-5B Pumping/UV-Chemical
Oxidation/Reinjection; Southern Site Boundary
and Downgradient (1.0 mgd)



Remedial Alternatives

_ BUILDING

o BD-1 No Further Action

o BD-2 Building Decontamination/Waste Treatment

and Disposal
t\./
- o T-1 No Further Action
~ o T2 Removal and Off-Site Disposal
"



Detailed Analysis of
Alternatives

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN
HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND
PERMANENCE

REDUCTION IN TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR
VOLUME

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
IMPLEMENTABILITY

cosT

STATE ACCEPTANCE
COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE

TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES AND RESOURCE
RECOVERY



Summary of Alternative Analysis.

SOIL
PRESENT TIME TO
CAPITAL WORTH ACHIEVE
REMEDY COST COST REMEDY
- | (vears)
SC-1 0 564,300 30
SC-3 18,535,100 18,535,100 35
SC-4 2,262,500 2,262,500 35
SC-5 385,600 385,600 5



Summary of Alternative Analysis.

REMEDY

GW-1
GwW-2
GW-3A
GW-3B
GW-5A

GW-5B

GROUNDWATER
PRESENT

CAPITAL WORTH

COST COST

0 464,400
214,800 3,350,500
4,044,700 28,978,100
4,936,000 15,620,400
4,088,900 21,121,100
4,069,800 13,902,300

TIME TO
ACHIEVE

(vears)

100

103

19

19



Summary of Alternative Analysis

BUILDING
PRESENT
CAPITAL - WORTH
BEMEDY COST COST
BD-1 - 8,800 41,100
BD-2 186,200 186,200

TIME TO
ACHIEVE

(vears)
30

33



Summary of Alternative Analysis.

UNDERGROUND TANKS

PRESENT TIME TO
CAPITAL WORTH ACHIEVE
BEMEDY COST COST BREMEDY
(vears)
T4 0 64,300 30

T2 336,300 336,300 3.1




)
f . SC-4 .
i . GW-3B
~ . BD-2

. . T2

EPA’'s Preferred Alternative

Excavation/Low
Temperature Enhanced
Volatilization/On-Site
Redeposition

Pumping/Air
Stripping/Reinjection;
Southern Site Boundary
and Downgradient (1.0
mgd)

Building
Decontamination/Waste
Treatment and Disposal

Removal and Off-Site
Disposal



'PREFERRED REMEDY

PRESENT TIME TO

~ CAPITAL WORTH ACHIEVE

REMEDY COST COST REMEDY
(years)

+SC-4 23 23 : 35
+GW-3B 49 15.6 19
+BD-2 0.2 0.2 3.3
T2 0.3 0.3 3.1
TOTAL 7.7 18.3

Costs are expressed in million dollars
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